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portation safety 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Price  [presiding].  Grood  morning.  The  bells  tell  us  that  we 
have  a  journal  vote.  We  will  start  because  we  can  get  underway  for 
a  few  moments,  and  then  resume  with  a  minimum  amount  of  inter- 
ruption. 

Today,  the  Subcommittee  will  receive  testimony  on  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request  of  the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board.  The  Board's  request  this  year  is  a  lean  one,  totaling  $37.3 
million.  This  would  be  an  increase  of  only  $200,000  over  the  fiscal 
year  1994  level. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  had  another  busy 
year  investigating  a  number  of  tragic  accidents  across  all  modes  of 
transportation.  Last  year,  you  were  involved  in  several  multimodal 
transportation  accident  investigations.  We  look  forward  to  hearing 
this  morning  about  your  work  in  determining  the  causes  of  these 
accidents. 

The  Safety  Board  also  conducts  safety  studies,  evaluates  the  ef- 
fectiveness of  the  Department  of  Transportation's  safety  activities, 
and  reviews  appeals  of  adverse  certificate  and  civil  penalty  actions 
by  the  Department  of  Transportation. 

Our  principal  witness  is  Mr.  Carl  Vogt,  Chairman  of  the  Safety 
Board.  Also,  we  are  pleased  to  have  a  new  board  member,  Jim 
Hall,  in  the  audience.  Accompanying  Mr.  Vogt  are  a  number  of  as- 
sociates from  the  Board's  staff. 

Chairman  Vogt,  we  are  pleased  to  welcome  you,  and  your  sup- 
porting staff,  to  the  Committee.  We  will  insert  your  statement  in 
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the  record  in  its  entirety.  You  can  summarize  that  and  then  we  will 
proceed  with  the  questions. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Price.  I  have  a  very  short  statement, 
which  I  would  like  to  present  at  this  time.  Before  I  do  that,  I  would 
like  to  take  the  opportunity  to  introduce  some  of  the  staff  with  me 
today. 

On  my  right  is  Craig  Keller.  He  is  the  Director  of  our  Budget  and 
Financial  Policy  Office.  To  his  right  is  Dr.  Bemie  Loeb,  Director  of 
our  Office  of  Research  and  Engineering,  and  Dr.  Loeb  will  conduct 
a  brief  review  for  you  of  some  of  the  electronic  simulations  which 
we  develop. 

On  my  immediate  left  is  Tim  Forte',  Director  of  our  Office  of 
Aviation  Safety;  and  on  his  left  is  Barry  Sweedler,  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Safety  Recommendations;  and  on  his  left  is  Ralph  John- 
son, who  is  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Office  of  Surface  Transpor- 
tation Safety. 

You  already  know  Jim  Hall.  We  are  very  delighted  to  have  him 
on  board  and  have  him  with  us  today. 

Since  we  last  appeared  before  the  Ccommittee,  a  great  deal  has 
happened,  as  you  pointed  out  in  your  opening  remarks.  For  exam- 
ple, 1993  was  the  best  year  in  terms  of  aviation  fatality  statistics 
since  1980.  There  were  no  passenger  deaths  on  major  U.S.  sched- 
uled airlines.  There  was  one  death  of  a  crewman  due  to  being  hit 
by  a  propeller  in  121  operations. 

I  note  that  1993  was  the  best  year  since  1980,  but  in  between 
1980  and  now,  we  have  had  some  very  tragic  accidents,  and  statis- 
tics, as  we  all  know,  can  be  deceiving.  But  I  think  in  general  it  is 
safe  to  say  1993  was  a  very  extraordinarily  safe  year  in  commercial 
transport  aviation  in  this  country. 

1993  AVIATION  ACCIDENTS 

Eighteen  of  the  1993  fatalities  occurred  when  a  Jetstream  31 
crashed  while  attempting  to  land  at  the  Hibbing,  Minnesota,  air- 
port on  December  1.  This  accident,  as  well  as  an  accident  which  oc- 
curred in  Columbus,  Ohio,  in  January  prompted  the  board  to  ex- 
pand on  an  already  planned  safety  study  of  commuter  airline  pilot 
training. 

We  had  planned  this  study  based  on  several  accidents  which  oc- 
curred during  training  in  check-ride  operations  at  night.  We  are 
now  going  to  broaden  its  scope  and  look  into  issues  such  as  pilot 
selection  and  training  procedures,  the  use  of  flight  simulators  in 
training  as  distinguished  from  using  actual  aircraft  time,  flight  and 
duty  time  standards  and  practices,  including  the  numbers  of  hours 
on  duty  of  pilots  and  crew  members,  and  the  FAA  fitness  deter- 
mination surveillance  and  oversight  of  the  commuter  aircraft  in- 
dustry, an  industry  which  is  burgeoning  as  you  know. 

This  study  will  be  conducted  by  the  Offices  of  Aviation  Safety 
and  Research  and  Engineering.  We  are  hoping  to  get  this  before 
the  board  by  the  end  of  the  year. 

ALABAMA  AMTRAK  ACCIDENT 

Also  in  1993,  Amtrak  suffered  the  worst  accident  in  its  history 
and  the  worst  railroad  accident  which  the  board  has  ever  inves- 
tigated. This  occurred  when  a  barge  struck  the  support  structure 
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of  a  CSX  bridge  north  of  Mobile,  Alabama.  The  train  derailed  into 
the  waters  of  the  Bayou  Canot.  Five  crew  members  and  42  pas- 
sengers died  in  the  accident. 

Since  we  briefed  this  panel  last  fall,  a  three-day  Safety  Board 
public  hearing  was  convened  in  Mobile.  We  are  currently  analyzing 
all  of  the  materials  which  were  acquired  during  the  on-site  inves- 
tigation, during  the  hearing  and  otherwise,  and  we  will  be  coming 
forward  with  a  report,  hopefully  in  May  or  June  of  this  year,  al- 
though that  is  a  very  strict  time  schedule  for  us.'  We  are  expediting 
it  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 

My  prepared  remarks  detail  some  specific  issues  we  are  examin- 
ing in  this  accident,  but  I  can  tell  you  that  we  are  particularly  con- 
cerned with  marine  operations  in  reduced  visibility,  rail  passenger 
car  crash  worthiness  and  bridge  protection. 

DRUGS  AND  ALCOHOL 

In  1993,  we  also  saw  considerable  progress  in  the  Safety  Board's 
work  on  eliminating  risk  to  the  public  by  the  use  of  drugs  and  alco- 
hol. Two  more  States,  Texas  and  Idaho,  have  adopted  administra- 
tive license  revocation.  Many  States  are  strengthening  their  laws 
against  underage  drinking  and  driving.  The  Senate  has  acted  on 
legislation  embodying  many  of  our  recommendations,  and  we  cer- 
tainly applaud  the  work  of  Congressman  Wolf,  a  Member  of  this 
subcommittee,  on  the  House  version,  which  he  has  sponsored.  And 
we  stand  very  ready  and  anxious  to  help  wherever  we  can  on  this 
legislation. 

Also,  after  a  number  of  years  of  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Safety 
Board,  final  rules  have  been  issued  calling  for  drug  and  alcohol 
testing  of  transportation  workers  in  safety-sensitive  positions.  We 
are  currently  reviewing  those  rules. 

1995  BUDGET  REQUEST 

With  respect  to  our  budget,  as  you  mentioned  in  your  opening  re- 
marks, it  is  very  tight.  The  overwhelming  bulk  of  our  fiscal  year 
1995  request  is  dedicated,  as  always,  to  salaries.  Over  72  percent 
of  our  budget  goes  to  salaries  and  benefits,  and  we  take  a  great 
deal  of  pride  on  fulfilling  our  mandate  with  a  small,  efficient,  high- 
ly motivated  and  trained  staff. 

We  are  requesting  just  $37,305,000,  which  will  support  an  FTE 
level  of  only  343.  This  is  less  than  a  1  percent  increase  over  last 
year's  appropriation.  And  the  $200,000  hike,  I  would  point  out, 
does  not  even  take  into  account  increases  for  inflation  at  the  0MB 
rate  of  2.9  percent  per  annum.  So  we  are  looking  at  a  net  decrease 
in  our  operating  funding  by  $1.6  million  or  so. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Carl  Vogt  follows:] 
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Good  morning  Chairman  Carr  and  members  of  the  subcommittee.  It  is  a 
pleasure  to  appear  before  your  panel  once  again  to  highlight  some  of  the  Safety 
Board's  activities  of  the  past  year,  and  to  discuss  our  proposed  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request. 

During  calendar  year  1993,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  reports  on  13  major 
aviation  accidents,  five  major  rail  accidents,  two  major  marine  accidents,  two  major 
highway  accidents,  two  major  pipeline  accidents.  In  addition,  we  completed  work  on 
two  safety  studies,  one  special  investigation,  and  more  than  2,000  general  aviation 
accidents.  Additional  major  accident  reports  have  already  been  adopted  in  calendar 
year  1994,  several  safety  studies  are  underway,  and  hundreds  of  regional  accident 
investigations  are  being  conducted.  The  time  allocated  for  our  hearing  today  prevents 
a  detailed  report  on  each  of  these  activities,  but  there  are  some  we  would  like  to 
highlight. 

Aviation  Safety 

Aviation's  accident  statistics  dramatically  improved  in  1993.  In  the  Safety 
Board's  release  of  last  year's  preliminary  accident  data,  we  reported  that  the  major 
U.S.  scheduled  airlines  suffered  no  passenger  fatalities  in  1993  --  the  lowest  fatal 
accident  rate  since  1980.  The  data  were  equally  encouraging  for  general  aviation, 
which  registered  historic  lows  in  terms  of  the  number  of  accidents  (2,022),  fatal 
accidents  (385),  and  fatalities  (715). 
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Charter  airlines  experienced  their  fourth  consecutive  year  without  a  fatal 
accident.  With  respect  to  scheduled  commuter  airlines,  our  statistics  showed  that  the 
fatal  accident  rate  dropped,  while  the  number  of  fatalities  increased  from  21  in  1 992 
to  24  last  year. 

Despite  this  statistical  improvement,  much  needs  to  be  done  as  is  evidenced 
by  the  fact  that  the  Safety  Board  continues  to  discover  new  safety  problems  and 
many    previously  identified  issues  that  remain  inadequately  addressed. 

Commuter  Airlines 

Safety  Board  statistics  demonstrate  that  the  safety  of  commuter  airlines  has 
steadilv  improved  over  the  past  decade.  Despite  these  improvements,  we  continue 
to  find  areas  in  commuter  airline  operations  warranting  attention. 

At  last  year's  hearing,  we  discussed  the  Safety  Board's  report  on  the  commuter 
airline  accident  in  Anniston,  Alabama,  and  the  accompanying  safety  recommendations 
we  issued  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  regarding  the  experience  and 
training  of  commuter  air  carrier  pilots. 

This  issue  resurfaced  recently  when  the  Safety  Board  found  that  the  instructor- 
pilot  and  the  airline  management  were  causal  in  the  accident  involving  a  Beech  1 900C 
during  a  night-time  training  flight  near  Block  Island,  Rhode  Island,  in  which  the 
instructor  and  two  captain-trainees  aboard  were  killed. 
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In  another  accident,  the  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable  cause  of  a 

GP  Express  commuter  airliner  accident  was  the  deliberate  disregard  for  Federal 

Aviation  Regulations  (FARs),  company  procedures,  and  the  tack  of  prudent  concern 

for  safety  by  the  two  pilots  in  their  decision  to  execute  an  aerobatics  maneuver  during 

a  scheduled  check  ride  flight.    The  failure  of  the  company's  managem:,nt  to  instil! 

professionalism  in  their  pilots  consistent  with  the  highest  levels  of  safety  necessary 

for  an  airline  operating  in  scheduled  passenger  safety  also  was  cited  by  the  Safety 

Board. 

Two  other  fatal  commuter  airline  accidents  are  currently  under  investigation. 

On  the  evening  of  December  1,  1993,  a  Jetstream  31  aircraft  being  operated 
by  Express  II  Airlines  was  approaching  the  Hibbing,  Minnesota,  airport  on  a  flight  from 
Minneapolis  to  Hibbing.  The  airplane  was  about  three  miles  from  the  runway 
touchdown  zone  on  a  localizer  back  course  approach  when  it  crashed  into  a  hill,  killing 
all  18  persons  on  board.  This  was  the  worst  accident  in  terms  of  loss  of  life  on  a 
scheduled  commuter  aircraft  since  the  crash  of  an  Atlantic  Southeast  Embraer  120 
in  Brunswick,  Georgia,  in  1991. 

The  weather  at  the  time  of  the  accident  was  300  feet  overcast,  3/4  mile 
visibility  in  freezing  rain,  snow,  and  light  fog.  The  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the 
accident  is  far  from  complete.    However,  I  can  share  some  information. 
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The  Hibbing  accident  is  the  third  accident  that  the  Safety  Board  has 
investigated  involving  a  Jetstream  31  airplane  on  approach  in  conditions  conducive 
to  airframe  icing.  In  the  previous  two  accidents,  the  evidence  was  conclusive  that  the 
pilot  experienced  a  loss  of  longitudinal  control,  attributed  from  a  combination  of  ice 
build  up  on  the  horizontal  stabilizer  leading  edge,  when  the  wing  flaps  are  extended 
and  the  airplane  is  flown  at  an  above  normal  approach  speed.  Following  these  two 
accidents,  the  FAA  placed  restrictions  on  the  wing  flap  extension  and  the  speed  used 
with  the  flaps  extended  during  approach  in  icing  conditions. 

These  previous  two  accidents  prompted  immediate  media  speculation  that  the 
Hibbing  accident  was  caused  by  the  same  phenomena.  However,  to  date  the  Safety 
Board's  investigation  does  not  support  the  existence  of  the  conditions  necessary  to 
attribute  the  accident  to  ice  accretion.  The  reconstruction  of  air  traffic  control  (ATC) 
radar  data  indicate  that  the  crew  was  descending  rapidly;  however,  there  is  no 
indication  of  a  loss  of  control  before  the  crash.  While  it  is  too  soon  to  be  conclusive, 
it  appears  that  the  descent  could  have  been  arrested  had  the  crew  been  aware  of 
imminent  ground  impact. 

The  most  recent  accident  involved  a  scheduled  commuter  operator,  Atlantic 
Coast  Airlines  doing  business  as  United  Express,  on  January  6,  1994,  in  Columbus, 
Ohio.  The  airplane  was  a  newer  and  larger  Jetstream  model.  Again,  a  landing 
approach  was  being  attempted  in  icing  conditions  with  low  ceilings  and  restricted 
visibility.   The  flight  was  tracking  both  the  glideslope  and  localizer  until  it  was  about 
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500  feet  above  the  ground  when  the  airplane's  stall  warning  stickshaker  activated  and 
the  airplane  descended  rapidly  and  crashed.    The  two  pilots,  a  flight  attendant,  and 
two  of  the  five  passengers  died.     The  other  three  passengers  escaped  from  the 
airplane  with  nninor  injuries. 

Unlike  the  aircraft  involved  in  the  other  three  Jetstream  accidents,  this  airplane 
was  equipped  with  a  ground  proximity  warning  system  (GPWS)  designed  for 
commuter  airplanes.  However,  the  system  was  wired  such  that  it  would  not  sound 
during  a  stall  warning  activation.  The  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the  accident  is 
continuing,  and  the  scope  of  a  commuter  airline  pilot  training  study  is  being  expanded 
to  include  broader  commuter  airline  industry  issues. 

Pegasus  Launch 

Nineteen  ninety  three  marked  the  Safety  Board's  first  investigation  of  a 
commercial  space  launch  incident  under  a  two-year  old  Memorandum  of  Agreement 
with  the  Department  of  Transportation.  On  February  9,  a  mission  to  place 
communications  satellites  in  low  earth  orbit  by  Orbital  Sciences  Corporation  was 
marked  by  a  serious  interruption  in  the  launch  sequence  and  associated  procedural 
anomalies  of  potentially  serious  magnitude. 
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The  potential  problem  arose  when  an  abort  command  was  issued  by  the 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA)  during  the  final  seconds  of  the 
launch  countdown.  However,  the  launch  suddenly  was  reinstated  30  seconds  later 
by  the  company's  test  conductor.  The  Pegasus  expendable  vehicle  was  fired 
uneventfully  from  a  B-52  when  it  was  about  80  miles  from  Cape  Canaveral,  Florida. 

Although  the  actual  launch  was  not  hazardous,  the  Safety  Board  found  that  it 
occurred  under  unsafe  conditions,  including  genera!  communications  confusion  and 
a  lack  of  clear  lines  of  authority  and  responsibility  in  the  mission  control  room. 
Channels  of  communication  and  standard  intercom  protocol  in  the  mission  control 
room  were  improperly  planned.  Most  likely  fatigue,  plus  other  factors,  adversely 
affected  the  performances  of  some  critical  personnel  during  the  launch. 

The  lessons  learned  over  the  past  few  years  concerning  group  interaction,  the 
value  of  common  procedures,  fatigue  and  circadian  rhythm  awareness  and  human 
ergonomics,  which  are  widely  applied  in  the  aviation  community,  are  not  apparently 
being  used  by  commercial  space  operators  or  government  launch  ranges. 
Consequently,  recommendations  were  issued  to  the  parties  involved  in  the  incident 
to  adopt  these  practices. 

Greenwood,  Indiana,  Midair  Collision 

The  inherent  limitations  of  the  concept  known  as  "see-and-avoid"  used  by  all 
general  aviation  pilots  resulted  in  the  1992  mid-air  collision  of  two  planes  southeast 
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of  Indianapolis.  Six  persons  were  killed  and  two  others  seriously  injured  in  the 
accident.  When  weather  conditions  permit,  FARs  require  that  vigilance  be  maintained 
by  each  person  operating  an  aircraft  so  as  to  see  and  avoid  other  aircraft.  Yet,  the 
Safety  Board  found  that  many  factors  can  reduce  an  individual's  ability  to  exercise  the 
required  vigilance,  including  the  age  and  the  workload  of  the  person  designated  to  do 
the  seeing,  the  size  and  color  of  the  object  to  be  seen,  and  weather  conditions.  The 
Safety  Board,  in  adopting  its  report,  issued  several  recommendations  to  the  FAA 
urging  improvements  in  the  procedures  involving  uncontrolled  airport  departure  and 
arrival  rules. 

747  Engine  Separation 

In  adopting  the  report  on  a  1993  incident  in  which  the  No.  2  engine  and  pylon 
separated  from  a  Japan  Air  Lines  Boeing  747  in  severe  turbulence  shortly  after  takeoff 
from  Anchorage  International  Airport,  the  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  event  was 
caused  by  the  severe  turbulence  and  the  presence  of  a  fatigue  crack  in  the  pylon. 
The  flightcrew  was  able  to  control  the  airplane  and  made  an  uneventful  landing  and 
no  one  on  board  the  airplane  or  on  the  ground  was  injured.  The  fatigue  crack  was 
found  to  have  reduced  the  strength  of  the  pylon  attaching  the  engine  to  the  wing.  As 
a  result  of  the  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  modifications  to  the 
pylon  structure. 
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China  Eastern  Airlines,  MD-1 1 

Completing  the  investigation  into  an  accident  that  occurred  over  the  Pacific 
Ocean  involving  a  China  Eastern  Airlines  MD-1 1 ,  the  Safety  Board  determined  that  the 
probable  cause  of  the  accident  was  the  inadequate  design  of  the  flap/slat  actuation 
handle  that  allowed  it  to  become  inadvertently  dislodged.  The  reduced  stability  and 
light  control  force  of  the  MD-1 1  led  to  several  violent  pitch  oscillations.  The  MD-1 1 
aircraft  pitched  violently  and  lost  5,000  feet  of  altitude  after  an  inadvertent 
deployment  of  leading  edge  wing  slats.  The  captain  regained  stabilized  flight,  declared 
an  emergency  because  of  passenger  injuries,  and  diverted  to  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Base 
in  Shemya,  Alaska.  Of  the  255  people  aboard,  two  passengers  were  fatally  injured, 
and  149  passengers  and  seven  crewmembers  received  various  injuries. 

Even  before  completing  this  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  issued 
recommendations  that  prompted  the  aircraft's  manufacturer  to  make  interim 
modifications  to  the  system  to  prevent  additional  inadvertent  deployments. 

During  the  m  estigation,  a  separate  issue  came  to  light.  While  not  a  factor  in 
the  accident,  we  found  that  the  fire-blocking  material  under  the  dress  covers  of  the 
passenger  seat  cushions  had  deteriorated  to  an  extent  that  the  material  no  longer 
provided  fire  protection  of  the  seat  cushions.  The  Safety  Board  is  concerned  that  this 
problem  could  exist  on  other  airplanes,  and  we  have  urged  revisions  in  the  FAA's 
current  burn  tests. 
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Zwingle,  Iowa,  MU-2 

This  past  November,  the  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  April  crash  of  a 
Mitsubishi  MU-2  that  killed  all  eight  people  aboard,  including  the  Governor  of  South 
Dakota,  was  caused  by  the  failure  of  a  propeller  hub  due  to  fatigue  cracking.  The 
cause  of  the  propeller  hub  arm  fracture  was  a  number  of  factors  that  reduced  the 
fatigue  resistance  of  the  hub  material,  probably  coupled  with  the  unexpected  exposure 
of  the  propeller  to  a  vibratory  mode  during  ground  operations.  The  Safety  Board 
determined  that  insufficient  consideration  was  given  to  this  vibratory  mode  during  the 
airplanes  certification  process  by  the  FAA.  A  series  of  recommendations  were  issued 
calling  for  safety  inspections  of  hubs  similar  to  the  accident  plane. 


Flightcrew-lnvolved  Major  Accident 
Safety  Study 


The  Board  recently  completed  a  study  of  the  37  major  U.S.  air  carrier  accidents 
that  occurred  between  1978  and  1990  in  which  the  actions  or  inactions  of  the 
flightcreiv  were  cited  as  factors.  The  Safety  Board  examined  characteristics  of  the 
operating  environments  and  flightcrews.  The  errors  identified  in  the  accidents  were 
evaluated  in  light  of  the  contexts  in  which  they  occurred. 

For  example,  of  the  accidents  studied,  half  of  the  captains  had  been  awake 
more  than  1  2  hours  prior  to  the  accident,  and  half  of  the  first  officers  had  been  awake 
more  than  1  1  hours.    Crewmembers  who  had  been  awake  longer  made  more  errors, 
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the  Safety  Board  study  found,  specifically  more  procedural  and  tactical  decision  errors. 
Recommendations  calling  on  the  FAA  to  upgrade  crewmembers'  training,  improve  the 
awareness  of  the  detrimental  effects  of  fatigue,  and  enhance  pre-takeoff  and  taxi 
checklist  procedures,  were  subsequently  issued. 

On-Going  Accident  Investigations 

FAA  King  Air  near  Front  Royal,  Virginia 

On  October  26,  1993,  a  Beech  model  300  King  Air,  operated  by  the  FAA's 
Flight  Inspection  Area  Office  in  New  Jersey,  crashed  near  Front  Royal,  Virginia. 
Shortly  before  the  accident  the  flightcrew  had  completed  a  flight  check  of  the 
instrument  landing  system  at  Winchester,  Virginia.  The  airplane  was  flying  under 
visual  flight  rules  and  the  flightcrew  was  in  the  process  of  obtaining  an  instrument 
flight  rules  clearance  to  their  next  destination  of  Newport  News,  Virginia.  Witnesses 
reported  that  there  were  low  clouds  and  fog  obscuring  the  mountains,  and  that  the 
airplane  was  flying  near  the  base  of  the  clouds  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 

Although  the  investigation  is  still  in  progress,  the  performance  of  the  flightcrew 
raised  serious  concerns.  Within  four  weeks  of  the  accident,  we  issued  to  the  FAA  one 
urgent  and  seven  priority  action  safety  recommendations.  The  Safety  Board  is 
concerned  that  the  basic  elements  of  flight  operations  and  flight  safety  management 
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that  the  FAA  expects  of  air  carrier  and  commuter  operations  may  not  be  present  at 
FAA  regional  and  headquarters  units  that  conduct  flight  operations  utilizing  over  55 
public-owned  aircraft  and  a  variety  of  leased  assets. 

American  International  Airways,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba 

The  crash  of  a  DC-8  cargo  jet  owned  by  American  International  Airways  (AIA) 
in  Cuba  last  August  is  also  under  investigation.  The  Safety  Board  conducted  a  public 
hearing  in  Detroit,  Michigan,  on  the  accident  at  which  the  following  issues  were 
extensively  explored;  FAA  surveillance  of  AIA;  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  contract 
operations;  crew  flight/duty  times;  special  airport  operations,  and  requirements  for 
dispatch  versus  flight  following  procedures.  More  than  a  dozen  witnesses  with 
specialized  knowledge  in  the  areas  under  investigation  testified  and  were  questioned 
by  a  Board  of  Inquiry. 

Westwind  Corporate  Jet,  Santa  Ana,  California 

Five  persons  were  killed  December  15,  1993,  when  a  Westwind  corporate  jet 
crashed  in  Santa  Ana,  California  while  on  approach  to  John  Wayne  Airport.  The 
aircraft  was  on  a  visual  approach  for  landing  behind  a  B-757  when  the  accident 

occurred. 

Since  December  1992,  there  have  been  five  accidents  and  incidents  in  which 
airplanes  on  landing  approaches  encountered  the  wake  vortices  of  a  preceding  Boeing- 
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757.  Our  data  show  that  in  the  past  ten  years,  at  least  51  accidents  and  incidents 
have  occurred  resulting  from  probable  encounters  with  wake  vortices.  Because  of  the 
hazards  revealed  in  the  accidents  and  incidents,  nunnerous  safety  recommendations 
were  recently  issued  by  the  Safety  Board  calling  on  the  FAA  to  reduce  the  likelihood 
of  wake  vortex  encounters. 

General  Aviation 

The  Safety  Board  investigates  over  2,000  general  aviation  accidents  a  year. 
The  majority  of  these  are  handled  by  our  regional  offices,  and  often  they  generate 
safety  recommendations. 

For  instance,  in  May  1993,  a  Piper  PA-25-150  airplane  crashed  in  Iowa  after 
the  right  wing  separated  in  flight.  According  to  a  witness,  the  airplane  was  applying 
weed  spray  over  a  field  when  the  right  wing  buckled  upward  and  the  airplane  rolled 
to  the  right.  The  airplane  was  destroyed  in  the  crash  and  the  pilot  was  fatally  injured. 
The  airplane  had  accumulated  a  total  of  5,375  hours  of  service.  The  right  and  left 
wings  were  examined  in  our  laboratory  and  the  metallurgical  analysis  found  fatigue 
cracks  and  corrosion  in  both  wings. 

Unfortunately,  this  is  not  a  new  problem.  In  fact,  in  May  1992,  the  Safety 
Board  issued  an  urgent  safety  recommendation  to  the  FAA  concerning  this  very 
problem  It  then  took  over  a  year  for  the  FAA  to  issue  a  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking  proposing  to  adopt  an  Airworthiness  Directive  (AD)  calling  for  repetitive 
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inspections  of  Piper  PA-25  airplanes.  More  time,  perhaps  several  months,  may  pass 
before  the  AD  becomes  effective.  Meanwhile,  PA-25  airplanes  may  remain  in  service 
with  undetected  cracks  and  corrosion  that  could  result  in  additional  wing  separations 
and  fatalities.  Consequently,  on  October  18,  1993,  we  urged  the  FAA  to  issue  an 
emergency  AD. 

Surface  Transportation 

The  Safety  Board,  through  its  Office  of  Surface  Transportation  Safety, 
investigates  selected  surface  transportation  accidents  and  incidents.  It  also  performs 
safety  studies. 

Railroad 

Amtrak  Accident  near  Mobile.  Alabama 

Amtrak's  worst  accident  in  its  history,  and  the  worst  railroad  accident  ever 
investigated  by  the  Safety  Board,  occurred  September  22,  1993,  when  a  barge 
struck  the  support  structure  of  a  CSX  bridge  north  of  Mobile,  Alabama,  derailing  the 
tram  into  the  waters  of  the  Bayou  Canot.  Five  crewmembers  and  42  passengers  died 
in  the  accident,  which  was  the  subject  of  a  three-day  Safety  Board  public  hearing  in 
Mobile.  Among  the  issues  examined  at  our  hearing  were:  Coast  Guard  oversight  and 
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licensing   and   training   of   towboat   crewmembers;    marine   operations    in   reduced 

visibility;  rail  passenger  car  crashworthiness  and  survival  factors;  protective  devices 

to  warn  trains  of  damaged  railroad  bridges;  and  bridge  protection.    A  final  report  on 

the  accident  is  expected  this  year. 


Collision  of  Burlington  Northern  and  Union  Pacific  Freight  Trains 

Kelso,  Washington 


The  Safety  Board  also  is  investigating  an  accident  that  occurred  November  1 1 , 
1992  when  a  southbound  Burlington  Northern  train  collided  head-on  with  a 
northbound  Union  Pacific  train  near  Kelso,  Washington.  All  eight  locomotives  were 
destroyed  and  more  than  24  freight  cars  derailed.  Five  crewmen  were  on  board  the 
two  trains  and  all  perished  in  the  collision.  Preliminary  evidence  indicates  that  the 
Burlington  Northern  train  failed  to  stop,  as  signaled,  and  allow  the  Union  Pacific  train 
to  cross  over  onto  a  set  of  tracks. 

Positive  Train  Separation 

Positive  train  separation,  an  item  on  the  "Most  Wanted"  list  of  safety  issues, 
has  been  a  long-time  Safety  Board  interest,  which  we  believe  should  be  a  priority  for 
the  industry.    Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  records  indicate  that  from  1 987 
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through  1 991 ,  1 ,483  head-end,  rear-end  and  side  collisions  have  occurred.  Moreover, 
several  accident  investigations  completed  last  year  attest  to  the  safety  benefits  of 
positive  train  separation. 

In  the  report  of  a  1993  train  collision  in  Gary,  Indiana,  for  instance,  the  Safety 
Board  found  that  the  accident  could  have  been  prevented  had  a  positive  train 
separation  system  been  in  place.  Seven  people  were  killed  and  95  others  injured  in 
the  sideswipe  collision  of  two  commuter  trains.  Although  the  Safety  Board 
determined  that  an  engineer  failed  to  heed  a  stop  signal,  an  operational  positive  train 
separation  system  would  have  overridden  the  engineer's  failure. 

The  1991  accident  in  Ledger,  Montana,  also  contributes  to  the  Safety  Board's 
belief  in  positive  tram  separation.  In  this  accident,  poor  communication  practices  by 
a  dispatcher  and  a  train  conductor,  combined  with  inadequate  management  oversight 
and  quality  control,  led  to  the  fatal,  head-on  freight  train  collision.  A  series  of  safety 
recommendations  covering  dispatcher  selection,  training,  staffing  and  quality  control 
were  issued.  At  the  same  time,  the  Safety  Board  found  that  the  head-on  collision 
would  not  have  occurred  were  positive  train  separation  in  place  and  operational. 

The  Safety  Board  has  consequently  renewed  its  efforts,  calling  on  the  FRA,  in 
conjunction  with  the  Association  of  American  Railroads  and  the  Railway  Progress 
Institute,  to  establish  a  firm  timetable  for  development  and  implementation  of  such  a 
system.  Unfortunately,  the  responses  thus  far  have  not  indicated  a  commitment  to 
a  firm  schedule. 
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State  Oversight  of  Rapid  Rail 

As  a  result  of  previous  Safety  Board  investigations,  recommendations  were 
issued  in  1991  calling  on  the  states  to  establish  safety  oversight  programs  for  their 
rapid  rail  transit  systems.  The  goals  of  the  recommendations  were  bolstered  by  the 
enactment  of  Federal  legislation  calling  on  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  to 
issue  such  regulations. 

Last  year  the  Safety  Board  adopted  the  report  of  an  accident  on  a  Greater 
Cleveland  Regional  Transit  Authority  (GCRTA)  accident  in  which  a  passenger  train 
struck  the  rear  of  an  empty  passenger  train.  The  Safety  Board  found  that  the  striking 
tram  was  either  following  the  other  train  too  closely,  or  the  operator  was  inattentive 
or  distracted.  The  Safety  Board  had  previously  investigated  a  similar  accident  in  1 991 
involving  GCRTA,  which  resulted  in  the  issuance  of  safety  recommendations  for  state 
oversight. 

An  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  (ANPRM)  on  this  subject  was 
issued  in  June  1992.  Almost  1  1/2  years  elapsed  before  a  Notice  of  Proposed 
Rulemaking  (NPRM)  was  issued  in  December  1993.  The  Safety  Board  recently 
provided  extensive  comments  on  this  NPRM.  The  Board  supports  the  rulemaking's 
intent,  and  we  believe  its  implementation  will  satisfy  the  goal  of  our  safety 
recommendations.  However,  the  Safety  Board  has  been  concerned  with  the  slow 
pace  at  which  this  rulemaking  has  proceeded  and  urges  the  FTA  to  issue  a  final  rule 
as  soon  as  possible. 
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Highway 

In  June  1 993,  the  report  on  the  Vernon,  New  Jersey,  intercity  bus  accident 
was  adopted.  The  charter  bus  ran  out  of  control  on  a  steep  hill  and  crashed  into  two 
other  cars  before  coming  to  a  stop.  Twelve  of  the  50  occupants  of  the  bus  were 
ejected,  six  of  whom  died.  The  bus  driver's  failure  to  adequately  maintain  the  bus  and 
his  deliberate  disregard  of  safety  requirements  by  operating  the  bus  with  deficient 
brakes  were  determined  as  the  probable  causes  of  the  accident.  The  Safety  Board 
also  found  that  the  failure  of  the  New  York  Department  of  Transportation  to  inspect 
the  bus  and  ensure  that  its  deficiencies  were  corrected  also  contributed  to  the 
accident  Previously  identified  gaps  in  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  oversight, 
which  remained  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  essentially  allowed  the  bus  company  to 
operate  without  Federal  oversight. 

Bridge  Safety 

The  Safety  Board  has  long  been  concerned  about  bridge  safety,  and  our 
investigations  have  disclosed  a  variety  of  issues,  including  the  structural  stability  of 
bridge  substructures,  the  adequacy  of  bridge  design,  and  the  adequacy  of  bridge 
inspection  programs,  and  an  assessment  of  bridge  vulnerability  to  collapse  from  errant 
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marine  and  highway  traffic.    The  safety  of  highway  and  railroad  passengers  often 
depend  on  bridge  soundness,  and  damage  to  a  bridge  poses  inordinate  risks,  as  seen 
last  fall  in  Bayou  Canot  in  Alabama. 

New  Orleans,  Louisiana  Bridge  Collapse 

Another  1993  bridge  collapse  resulted  in  the  death  of  one  person  and  critical 
injuries  to  two  others  in  New  Orleans,  Louisiana.  In  this  accident,  a  towboat  pushing 
an  empty  hopper  barge  hit  a  bridge,  resulting  in  the  collapse  of  a  bent  and  145  feet 
of  the  bridge  deck,  which  fell  about  47  feet  into  the  New  Orleans  Inner  Harbor 
Navigational  Canal.  Two  cars  fell  onto  the  collapsed  bridge  deck.  This  bridge  pier 
also  was  not  designed  to  withstand  significant  lateral  loads,  and  over  time  became 
vulnerable  to  marine  traffic.  A  public  hearing  exploring  bridge  structural  design  and 
pier  protection  methods  was  convened  as  a  result  of  this  accident. 

Grade  Crossings 

Last  year,  the  Safety  Board  decided  to  change  the  way  grade  crossing 
accidents  are  investigated.  A  multi-modal  team  of  investigators  is  now  launched  to 
grade  crossing  accidents.  This  enables  the  team  to  identify  issues  from  a  broader 
perspective,  with  both  highway  and  railroad  technical  specialists  dispatched  to  the 
accident  scene.  Highway  investigators  cover  the  vehicle,  driver,  and  highway,  while 
railroad  operation  and  equipment  features  are  addressed  by  rail  investigators. 
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Fort  Lauderdale,  Florida,  Grade  Crossing  Accident 

This  approach  is  already  in  operation.  The  first  major  multi-modal  accident 
investigation  in  1993  of  this  type  began  with  the  March  17,  Fort  Lauderdale,  Florida, 
collision  between  Amtrak  Train  91  and  an  Amerada  Hess  Gasoline  Truck  that  killed 
six  people  and  injured  19.  The  Safety  Board  recently  adopted  the  report  of  this 
accident,  finding  that  the  inadequate  traffic  control  precautions  taken  by  the  county 
engineer,  project  engineer,  and  contractor  resulted  in  traffic  congestion  at  the 
crossing.  Further,  the  gasoline  truck  driver's  decision  to  cross  the  railroad  track,  even 
though  the  warning  system  had  been  activated,  was  the  probable  cause. 

Intercession  City,  Florida,  Grade  Crossing  Accident 

A  second  major  multimodal  launch  was  made  to  Intercession  City.  Florida,  on 
November  30,  1993,  to  investigate  a  grade  crossing  collision  between  an  Amtrak 
passenger  train  and  a  tractor  lowboy-trailer  carrying  an  electrical  transformer.  As  a 
result  of  the  collision,  64  train  occupants  and  the  truck  driver  were  transported  to  five 
area  hospitals;  seven  train  occupants  and  the  truck  driver  were  admitted  for 
treatment.  The  bottom  of  the  truck's  lowboy-trailer  apparently  became  stuck  on  the 
tracks,  and  after  becoming  stuck,  the  grade  crossing  gates  and  lights  activated.  The 
Amtrak  locomotive  crashed  into  the  side  of  the  trailer  at  approximately  75  miles  per 
hour. 
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The  multi-modal  grade  crossing  investigation  approach  will  also  compliment  the 
safety  study  currently  planned  for  initiation  this  summer.  This  study  will  focus  on 
passive  grade  crossings  and  will  examine  issues  related  to  sight  distance  and  crossing 
geometry,  nighttime  visibility,  crossing  closures,  private  crossings,  whistle 
effectiveness,  and  driver  education.  Although  past  accident  investigations  have 
recommended  improvements  at  grade  crossings,  these  accidents  continue,  resulting 
in  more  than  600  fatalities  and  2,000  injuries  annually.  The  study  will  examine  the 
adequacy  of  the  existing  accident  prevention  system.  This  "failure  mode"  analysis 
should  lead  to  new  safety  recommendations  to  reduce  the  number  of  grade  crossing 
accidents.  Additional  countermeasures  related  to  engineering  improvements, 
enforcement  of  traffic  laws  at  crossings,  development  of  safety  regulations  and 
standards,  and  public  education  about  crossing  safety  could  reduce  the  number  of 
grade  crossing  accidents.  The  safety  study  will  explore  issues  related  to  passive 
crossings,  adequate  sight  distance,  and  proper  roadway  alignment,  and  signage. 


Marine 


The  Safety  Board  investigates  all  major  marine  accidents  that  occur  on  U.S. 
navigable  waters,  and  marine  investigators  were  launched  to  thirteen  accidents  and 
two  major  reports  and  one  marine  special  investigation  report  were  adopted  last  year. 
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Queen  Elizabeth  II 

One  of  the  major  reports  dealt  with  the  grounding  of  the  Queen  Elizabeth  II  off 
the  coast  of  Massachusetts  in  1 992.  The  Safety  Board  cited  failure  by  the  ship's  pilot 
and  master  to  exchange  critical  information  as  the  probable  cause  of  the  accident. 
The  grounding  would  probably  not  have  occurred  had  a  conference  been  held  between 
the  QE2's  master  and  the  state  pilot,  and  subsequent  safety  recommendations  were 
issued  to  the  Coast  Guard  concerning  bridge  resource  management  training.  Safety 
Board  investigators  also  found  that  the  ship's  passengers  had  not  received  a 
comprehensive  safety  briefing,  nor  did  they  participate  in  an  emergency  drill.  Related 
recommendations  were  issued  to  Cunard  Lines  Ltd.,  the  operator  of  the  QE2. 

Foreign-Flag  Cruise  Ship  Special  Report 

Less  than  one  month  after  adopting  the  QE2  report,  the  Safety  Board  called  on 
the  International  Maritime  Organization  (IMO)  to  continue  to  improve  firefighting 
standards  aboard  foreign-flag  cruise  ships  using  U.S.  ports  and  carrying  mostly  U.S. 

passengers. 

In  a  special  report,  the  Board  found  that  both  passengers  and  crews  on 
passenger  ships  are  exposed  to  an  increased  risk  in  fire  emergencies  due  to  the 
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absence  of  established  international  firefighting  training  standards.  The  Safety  Board 
believes  that  to  reduce  that  risk,  crewmembers  should  be  provided  with,  at  the 
minimum,  a  basic  level  of  emergency  training  necessary  to  assist  passengers  in  an 
emergency.  New  fire  safety  recommendations  were  issued  to  the  Coast  Guard,  the 
U.S.  IMO  representative. 

Towboat  Operations 

The  Safety  Board's  concern  for  the  safety  of  towboat  and  tugboat  operations 

continues  to  increase. 

The  Safety  Board  recently  determined  that  the  failure  by  the  pilots  and  master 
of  a  conta'nership  to  effectively  use  all  available  equipment  and  personnel  to  evaluate 
a  developi'^c  situation  led  to  the  ship's  collision  with  a  tow  consisting  of  one  barge 
and  a  towboat  in  December  1992  in  the  Houston  Channel,  Galveston  Bay,  Texas. 
Contributing  to  the  accident  was  the  lack  of  a  compass  on  the  towboat  involved  in 
the  accident,  which  would  have  helped  it  maintain  its  tow  outside  the  navigation 
channe.  As  a  result  of  this  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  called  on  the  Coast  Guard 
to  require  that  commercial  tugs  and  towboats  operating  on  navigable  U.S.  waters  be 
equipped  with  a  suitable  compass,  and  that  all  licensed  deck  officers  serving  on  board 
vessels  equipped  with  Automatic  Radar  Plotting  Aids  (ARPA)  be  certified  in  its  use. 
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Pipeline 

Tremendous  strides  have  been  made  since  we  last  appeared  before  this  panel 
regarding  excess  flow  valves.  After  more  than  20  years  of  Safety  Board  effort,  DOT 
has  indicated  it  will  issue  new  rulemaking  proposals  to  require  the  installation  of 
excess  flow  valves  in  new  and  renewed,  high  pressure  residential  service  lines. 
Safety  Board  staff  has  participated  m  the  excess  flow  valve  working  groups,  and  we 
believe  the  prominent  position  the  issue  has  had  on  our  "Most  Wanted"  list  played  a 
role  in  developing  an  industry  consensus  that  calls  for  DOT  to  act  on  this  safety  issue. 

Brenham,  Texas,  Gas  Explosion 

The  Pipeline  Division  also  completed  an  investigation  into  a  fatal  liquid 
petroleum  gas  explosion  that  occurred  in  1992  in  Brenham,  Texas.  The  gases  were 
released  from  a  salt  dome  storage  cavern  and  the  subsequent  explosion  damaged  a 
three-square-mile  area.  Three  people  died  from  the  explosion,  and  21  others  received 
hospital  treatment. 

This  was  the  Safety  Board's  first  investigation  into  an  underground  salt  dome 
storage  cavern,  and  several  safety  issues  were  identified  which  require  attention.  For 
example.  Safety  Board  investigators  found  gaps  in  Federal  and  state  regulations 
governing  underground  storage  facilities  for  natural  gas  and  highly  volatile  liquids. 
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Existing  regulations  primarily  deal  with  environmental  risks,  and  do  not  require  an 
adequate  level  of  safety  for  workers  or  the  public.  The  Safety  Board  is  aware  that  the 
Texas  Railroad  Commission  intends  to  propose  new  safety  rules  in  response  to  our 
investigation. 

Colonial  Pipeline,  Reston,  Virginia 

The  Safety  Board  investigation  into  the  March  28,  1993,  pipeline  accident  in 
Reston,  Virginia,  is  continuing.  The  release  of  diesel  fuel  resulted  from  a  rupture  in 
a  pipeline  operated  by  Colonial  Pipeline  Company.  Four  hundred  seven  thousand 
gallons  of  product  escaped  into  Sugarland  Run,  which  empties  into  the  Potomac  River. 
Although  a  report  has  not  been  approved  as  of  this  date,  the  information  gathered 
indicates  the  pipeline  was  damaged  by  construction  equipment.  The  resultant  damage 
weakened  the  structural  integrity  of  the  pipeline,  enabling  the  rupture.  Material 
gathered  during  the  investigation  has  prompted  a  decision  to  review  previous  Colonial 
Pipeline  and  other  liquid  accidents. 

Drug  and  Alcohol  Use  on  the  Nation's  Highways 

Advances  were  made  in  the  Safety  Board's  work  on  eliminating  the  risks  posed 
to  the  traveling  public  by  drug  and  alcohol  use.  Several  more  states  adopted 
Administrative  License  Revocation  (ALR)  laws  in  1  993.  Many  more  states  are  making 
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their  laws  on  underage  drinking  and  driving  more  stringent  and  the  Senate  has  acted 
on  legislation  embodying  many  of  our  recommendations  in  this  area.  We  take  this 
opportunity  to  acknowledge  the  work  of  the  distinguished  Ranking  Minority  Member 
on  the  companion  House  legislation  dealing  with  this  problem.  After  years  of  effort, 
moreover,  final  rules  have  been  issued  calling  for  drug  and  alcohol  tests  for 
transportation  workers  in  safety  sensitive  positions.  The  Safety  Board  is  confident 
that  all  of  these  activities  will  help  protect  the  traveler  from  the  impaired  operator. 

Fiscal  Year  1995  Request 

The  Safety  Board  is  requesting  $37,305,000  for  fiscal  year  1995,  an  amount 
that  will  support  a  staffing  level  of  343  Full-time  equivalents  (FTEs).  The  funding 
request  represents  less  than  a  one  percent  increase  over  last  year's  enacted 
appropriations. 

Our  budget  justification  presents  a  summary  of  the  proposed  funding 
allocations,  as  well  as  projections  on  the  request's  anticipated  impact  on  our 
workload.  Rather  than  repeat  that  material,  I  would  like  to  make  some  brief 
comments  to  summarize  our  funding  situation. 

The  overwhelming  bulk  of  the  fiscal  year  1 995  request  is  dedicated  to  salaries 
of  staff  who  investigate  accidents.  The  Safety  Board  has  always  prided  itself  on 
fulfilling  our  transportation  mandate  with  our  small,    efficient  staff. 
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In  order  to  assist  this  dedicated  staff,  we  have  employed  a  variety  of  means  to 
stretch  our  own  resources.  For  example,  our  investigation  system  allows  for  the  full 
participation  of  parties  to  our  investigations,  thereby  allowing  the  Safety  Board  to  use 
the  resources  of  others.  The  Safety  Board  maintains  complete  charge  of  each 
investigation,  retains  the  sole  responsibility  for  ultimately  determining  the  pertinent 
facts,  and  for  developing  the  material  necessary  for  the  determination  of  accident 
causation.  The  "party"  system  has  unquestionably  allowed  the  Safety  Board  to 
significantly  leverage  our  personnel  resources.  This  leveraging  is  p'-ecisely  the  type 
of  innovation  now  being  advanced  in  other  Federal  agencies. 

Since  we  already  have  leveraged  our  resources,  the  staffing  reduction  contained 
in  the  budget  request  will  admittedly  place  constraints  on  our  operations.  Despite  the 
adverse  affect  it  will  have  on  many  of  our  functions,  we  nonetheless  pledge  that  our 
timely  response  to  transportation  accidents  will  continue  unabated. 

The  Safety  Board  thanks  the  panel  for  its  unwavering  support,  and  on  behalf 
of  the  other  Board  Members,  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  advance 
transportation  safety. 
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COMPUTERIZED  ACCIDENT  SIMULATIONS 

Mr.  VOGT.  Finally,  at  our  hearing  last  year,  interest  was  ex- 
pressed in  seeing  some  of  the  tools  we  use  in  our  accident  inves- 
tigations, and  one  of  these  tools  is  our  computerized  accident  sim- 
ulations, which  have  been  extremely  helpful  in  making  presen- 
tations to  the  board  on  some  of  our  accidents.  And  we  also  have 
with  us  today  a  new  electronic  camera  which  we  think  is  going  to 
produce  some  excellent  efficiencies  and  long-term  cost  savings. 

So  at  this  point  I  would  like  to  ask  Dr.  Loeb,  who  is  the  head 
of  our  research  and  engineering  office,  to  give  you  a  brief  dem- 
onstration of  a  couple  of  these  things. 

Mr.  Price.  That  is  a  very  good  idea  and  we  will  do  that  before 
we  proceed  to  the  questions. 

Let  me  excuse  myself  to  go  to  the  floor  and  vote.  I  will  be  right 
back.  Meanwhile,  if  you  will  prepare  the  presentation,  we  would 
appreciate  it. 

[Brief  Recess.] 

COMPUTER  presentation 

Mr.  Price.  The  Subcommittee  will  resume  and  we  will  continue 
with  your  presentation. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Dr.  Loeb  will  proceed. 

Mr.  Price.  All  right. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Bemie. 

Dr.  Loeb.  Okay,  thank  you. 

Many  tools  are  available  to  us  for  use  in  our  accident  investiga- 
tions and  I  want  to  show  this  morning  just  a  couple  of  them,  one 
that  we  'have  been  working  with  for  a  number  of  years  and  one 
that  is  very,  very  new. 

AMERICAN  airlines  FLIGHT  102 

The  first  is  our  computerized  presentations  of  reconstruction  of 
crash  dynamics  which  show  us  what  happened  in  an  accident  se- 
quence. I  want  to  show  a  reconstruction  of  an  aviation  accident,  a 
rail  accident  and  a  highway  accident.  The  first  accident  that  we  are 
going  to  review  is  the  American  Airlines  Flight  102  accident  in 
which  the  DC- 10  ran  off  the  right  side  of  Runway  17  left  at  Dallas- 
Fort  Worth  Airport  last  April  1993.  At  the  time  of  the  accident  it 
was  raining. 

With  the  technologies  available  to  us,  especially  some  new  tech- 
nologies in  weather  calculations  and  depiction,  the  board  was  able 
to  determine  that  weather  was  not,  in  fact,  causal  to  the  accident. 
Rather,  the  board  determined  that  the  captain,  once  on  the  run- 
way, failed  to  compensate  for  crosswinds  and,  in  essence,  failed  to 
make  proper  flight  control  inputs  to  control  the  airplane  and  keep 
it  on  the  runway.  The  determination  was  facilitated  through  the  re- 
construction which  was  based  on  flight  data  recorder,  cockpit  voice 
recorder,  and  performance  studies. 

The  first  presentation  we  are  going  to  see  is  from  the  point  of 
view  of  a  chase  airplane  that  will  be  following  the  DC- 10. 

You  will  note  that  there  are  gauges  on  the  right  side  on  the  bot- 
tom; they  are  from  flight  data  recorder  information.  It  is  important 
to  keep  your  focus  right  before  the  landing  and  after  the  landing 


^f%    r%  M  0^    ^^  ^h  ^ 


32 

on  the  yoke  and  the  rudder  pedal,  the  two  primary  flight  control 
devices  of  importance. 

It  is  about  a  minute  and  a  half  before  touchdown.  This  is  real 
time,  by  the  way.  There  will  be  some  text  from  the  cockpit  voice 
recorder,  as  you  see  now,  that  is  present  in  the  upper  left-hand  cor- 
ner of  the  screen. 

There  is  conversation,  you  will  note,  about  the  crab  angle  and 
that  indicates  the  winds  that  they  are  trying  to  compensate  for. 
The  airplane  is  about  200  feet  off  the  ground  now.  As  it  gets  lower, 
you  will  notice  that  there  is  more  movement  of  the  yoke  and  the 
rudder  pedals.  You  will  also  note  the  captain  takes  over  control  of 
the  airplane. 

You  will  note  activity  initially,  the  airplane  will  be  landed  on  the 
center  line,  initially  heading  straight  down  the  runway,  and  then 
you  will  notice  a  relaxation  on  the  flight  controls  and  the  airplane 
will  depart  to  the  right.  There  is  one  input  that  does  arrest  the  de- 
parture momentarily  and  then  it  continues  off. 

This  computer  reconstruction  enables  us  to  assimilate  large 
amounts  of  information  normally  presented  either  graphically  or  in 
tabular  form,  and  to  see  it  in  a  time  sequence  that  your  mind  com- 
prehend. 

GARY,  IN,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Reconstructions,  as  I  mentioned,  are  not  done  just  in  the  aviation 
mode,  but  we  do  use  them  in  the  surface  transportation  area  as 
well.  Recently,  we  used  it  in  investigating  a  collision  between  two 
northern  Indiana  commuter  transportation  district  trains  that  oc- 
curred at  Gary,  Indiana,  in  January  of  1993.  In  that  accident, 
seven  passengers  died  and  95  people  sustained  injuries. 

While  the  Board  determined  that  the  accident  was  caused  pri- 
marily by  actions  or  inactions  on  the  part  of  the  crew  members  in- 
volved, the  reconstruction  will  show  very  clearly,  when  we  see  it  in 
a  few  minutes,  that  the  dynamics  of  the  collision  itself,  front  left 
corner  to  front  left  comer,  without  adequate  comer  collision  post  to 
absorb  the  energy,  resulted  in  substantial  damage  to  the  left  front 
corners  of  each  of  the  trains,  and  in  fact  reduced  or  eliminated  the 
survival  space  for  some  passengers,  resulting  in  their  deaths. 

This  reconstruction  was  based  on  the  facts  in  evidence  that  was 
collected  at  the  scene  gmd  the  dynamics  that  were  provided  by  our 
rail  division.  The  first  view  will  be  as  seen  by  the  westbound  train. 

We  are  following  the  westbound  train.  It  proceeds  past  the  signal 
which  was  a  clear  signal,  enabling  the  train  to  go  forward,  moved 
through  the  Gary  Gauntlet  Bridge,  and  as  you  move  on  through, 
you  will  note  that  he  now  can  perceive  the  eastbound  train,  which 
is  now  encroaching  past  the  signal  and  on  to  the  track.  And  you 
will  note  the  left  front  to  left  front  collision  which  was  with  consid- 
erable force  and  eliminated,  as  I  said,  some  of  the  survivable  space. 

We  will  show  another  view  of  this  from  the  eastbound  train,  the 
eastbound  train  as  it  passes  the  signal  at  which  it  had  a  stop  indi- 
cation. We  can  point  out  the  signal,  which  is  barely  visible  in  the 
front.  The  train  should  have  stopped  at  that  signal,  but  did  not.  It 
proceeds  past,  and  now,  as  it  does,  you  can  see  the  westbound  train 
proceeding  through  the  bridge  and  it  is  visible.  And  the  collision. 
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We  believe  this  reconstruction  helped  us  to  develop  the  rec- 
ommendations that  address  the  lack  of  the  corner  post  collision 
post. 

Mr.  Price.  How  fast  were  those  trains  moving  at  the  point  of  im- 
pact? 

Dr.  LOEB.  The  eastbound  train  was  stopped  or  very  close  to 
stopped.  The  westbound  train  had  been  moving  about  30  to  35 
miles  an  hour  across  the  bridge.  Unfortunately,  it  did  not  go  into 
emergency  until  after  it  had  literally  collided  with  the  eastbound 
train  and  passed  that  train.  So  it  was  a  severe  collision. 

However,  we  do  believe,  though,  it  is  entirely  feasible  to  provide 
collision  posts  and  that  is  done  in  some  trains.  The  importance  of 
this  is  that  a  lot  of  the  light  commuter  railcars  are  built  in  accord- 
ance with  the  same  kinds  of  construction  specifications  as  these 
trains.  So  we  think  it  is  a  significant  issue. 

VERNON,  NJ,  CHARTER  BUS  ACCIDENT 

The  final  reconstruction  that  we  want  to  show  was  of  a  charter 
bus  that  overturned  in  July  of  1992,  on  a  very  steep  grade  outside 
of  Vernon,  New  Jersey.  In  the  process,  the  bus  went  on  to  the 
wrong  side  of  the  road,  on  to  the  left  side  of  the  road,  tried  to  cor- 
rect, in  the  process  lost  control,  struck  a  car,  turned  over  and 
struck  another  car.  In  that  accident,  there  were  12  passengers 
ejected  from  the  bus  and  six  of  the  passengers  died. 

Again,  we  will  be  viewing  this  first  presentation  from  the  stand- 
point of  a  viewer  who  is  £ift  and  to  the  left  of  the  bus  and  traveling 
with  the  bus. 

The  bus,  as  I  said,  was  on  a  fairly  steep  decent.  The  grade  at  this 
point  was  somewhere  between  five  and  seven  or  seven-and-a-half 
percent  descending.  You  will  note  the  bus  first  moves  slightly  over 
the  center  line,  comes  back,  moves  over  again,  this  time  much  fur- 
ther, tries  to  correct,  loses  control,  strikes  the  first  car  and  rolls 
over.  Notice  the  black  lines  and  the  braking  and  skid  marks.  These 
lines  and  markings  allowed  us  to  create  this  reconstruction  and 
know  that  we  got  the  bus  in  the  right  location. 

This  is  a  view  from  an  individual  who  would  be  standing  watch- 
ing the  bus  come  at  them  and  move  away  from  them. 

The  bus  is  coming,  you  can  see  the  first  car,  strikes  it,  overturns. 
You  cannot  see  it  striking  the  last  car. 

I  think  you  can  see  that  these  reconstructions  provide  us  with  an 
enormous  capacity  to  absorb  large  amounts  of  data,  time- 
sequenced,  and  understand  what  happens.  Our  performance  engi- 
neers who  work  with  this  data  day  in  and  day  out  have  the  ability 
to  look  at  tabulations  and  quickly  understand  them,  but  they  can- 
not get  this  complete  a  view  without  these  reconstructions. 

Now,  the  other  thing  I  would  like  to  demonstrate  is  electronic 
digital  photography. 

Now,  Jeremy  has  taken  your  picture  and  there  it  is  on  screen 
that  rapidly.  Now,  what  are  the  advantages  of  this  technology? 

First  of  all,  you  will  notice  that  it  is  a  quite  good  and  faithful  re- 
production. It  is  available  instantly,  as  you  see.  It  also  enables  us 
to  save  money.  There  is  no  film,  film  processing  or  printing.  What 
happens  in  the  way  we  use  this  is  that  this  digital  data  would  go 
into  a  PC,  just  an  ordinary  PC;  store  it  and/or  print  it.  We  can  also 
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have  our  investigators  on  the  scene — ^you  can  show  a  picture  of  the 
part — ^take  a  picture  of  a  part,  let's  say  at  LaGuardia  or  Gary,  Indi- 
ana. By  using  a  PC  with  a  modem,  the  investigator  transmits  it 
back  to  us  here  at  headquarters,  and  we  have  it  instantly.  This 
meant  that,  in  some  cases,  we  do  not  need  to  send  people  to  the 
scene,  for  example,  metallurgists,  until  we  get  a  look  at  a  part  and 
know  whether  we  want  to  do  that  or  not. 

So  there  is  some  tremendous  cost  savings  in  this  technology. 
That  is  what  I  wanted  to  present  to  you  this  morning. 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  might  add,  Mr.  Price,  in  the  Board's  deliberations, 
this  is  enormously  helpful  to  us,  particularly  the  simulations,  be- 
cause our  staff  works  for  long  periods  of  time  to  analyze,  digest  and 
report  on  accidents  to  us.  And  so  to  be  able  to  assimilate  all  this 
body  of  information  in  a  visual  presentation,  is  extremely  helpful. 

AMERICAN  AIRLINES  FLIGHT  102 

I  was  the  Board  Member  who  went  to  the  Dallas  accident,  which 
you  saw  earlier,  and  it  was  very  difficult  anecdotally  to  try  to  put 
together  what  actually  happened.  But  with  the  information  from 
the  flight  data  recorder — I  mean  that  entire  simulation  was  made 
from  hard  data  that  came  out  of  the  flight  data  recorder — it  is 
much  easier  to  grasp  what  was  a  difficult  situation. 

The  flying  pilot  turned  the  plane  over  to  the  captain  at  about  50 
feet  off  the  ground,  and  he  then  landed  it,  and  instead  of  continu- 
ing to  fly  the  plane  on  the  ground  with  a  crosswind,  we  concluded 
that  he  tried  to  use  his  nosewheel  steering  device  to  stay  on  the 
runway  and  it  was  inadequate  given  the  conditions  that  existed  in 
the  crosswind. 

That  is  all  very  hard  to  put  together  in  your  mind,  but  it  is  very 
easy  to  understand  when  you  can  combine  it  with  a  graphic  dis- 
play. So  we  find  this  to  be  very  helpful.  We  are  anticipating  that 
we  will  be  able  to  get  a  cockpit  view,  the  pilot's  view  of  what  goes 
on  in  the  cockpit  as  well  as  these  kinds  of  simulations.  These  are 
major  advances,  we  think,  in  our  technology,  and  our  analytical  ca- 
pabilities. 

Mr.  Price.  How  long  have  you  had  this  capability  we  see  dem- 
onstrated today?  Is  that  very  new? 

Mr.  VoGT.  I  have  seen  it  in  the  last  year. 

Dr.  LOEB.  We  have  had  some  capability  for  years  now,  but  it  was 
extremely  crude  in  the  beginning.  We  have  been  doing  reconstruc- 
tions for  more  than  10  years;  very  crude  in  the  beginning,  but  im- 
proving as  the  power  of  the  computers  improves  so  rapidly  and  the 
graphic  capabilities  of  them  and  the  software  development.  All  of 
it  is  combining  to  make  improvements  by  leaps  and  bounds.  So  we 
are  moving  ahead.  This  is  about  a  year  and  a  year  and  a  half  now. 

Mr.  VoGT.  And  the  capacity  of  the  flight  data  recorders  in  avia- 
tion accidents  to  record  more  and  more  information  that  can  then 
be  translated  into  these  kinds  of  presentations. 

DALLAS-FORT  WORTH  AVIATION  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  about  your  findings  in  the 
Dallas-Fort  Worth  accident  because  there  was  some  dispute  about 
the  probable  cause  of  that  accident.  And  quite  apart  from  the  tech- 
nical display  we  have  had  this  morning,  I  wonder  about  your  con- 
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elusions.  I  would  like  to  give  you  a  chance  to  elaborate  on  those  be- 
cause American  Airiines  disagreed  with  you  and  they  attributed 
the  cause  of  the  incident  to  insufficient  weather  information  pro- 
vided to  the  crew  by  air  traffic  control  as  well  as  a  rain-soaked  run- 
way that  did  not  meet  FAA  criteria.  Why  did  you  disagree  with  the 
airline?  On  what  was  your  disagreement  based? 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  in  part  it  had  to  do  with  an  analysis  of  the  fric- 
tion components  of  the  runway  at  the  time,  and  I  walked  down 
that  runway.  It  looked  as  if  there  had  been  hydroplaning  and  it 
shows  how  you  can  be  wrong  in  early  conclusions,  because  there 
were  tracks  on  the  runway  that  looked  as  if  the  aircraft  had 
hydroplaned  off.  There  is  a  heat  cleaning  effect  on  the  runway  that 
occurs  from  the  friction  when  brakes  are  locked. 

But  that  turned  out  not  to  be  the  case.  We  had  our  people  on  the 
scene  that  day.  We  went  down,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  FAA  air- 
plane, which  was  the  subject  of  discussion  at  our  hearing  last  year, 
and  we  got  there  in  a  very  timely  manner.  And  our  analysis  of  the 
runway  surface  of  the  runway  and  the  amount  of  water  on  the  run- 
way, in  my  judgment  and  the  judgment  of  the  board,  and  we  were 
unanimous,  totally  and  completely  discounted  hydroplaning  as  an 
aspect  of  the  aircraft. 

Now,  American  Airlines  took  the  position  that  there  was  im- 
proper or  incomplete  weather  information  and  we  found  absolutely 
no  evidence  to  support  that.  There  was  a  lot  of  weather  informa- 
tion. Indeed,  the  crew  had  requested  a  landing  in  an  opposite  direc- 
tion and  they  were  refused  that.  There  was  some  discussion  in  the 
cockpit  about  taking  it  around  and  not  bringing  it  in  for  a  final  ap- 
proach and  landing  on  this  particular  approach. 

As  the  aircraft  approached  the  runway,  and  you  could  see  from 
the  presentation,  there  was  a  large  crab  angle  in  the  aircraft  to  ac- 
count for  a  crosswind.  This  was  not  an  overwhelming  crosswind,  it 
was  a  quartering  crosswind,  as  I  recall,  of  about  25  knots.  There 
had  been  some  thunderstorm  activity  around  and  a  tremendous 
amount  of  water  had  fallen  on  the  runway  but  was  not  falling  at 
the  time  of  the  touchdown. 

The  flying  pilot,  who  was  the  first  officer  in  the  right  seat,  de- 
cided to  take  the  aircraft  around,  to  waive  off  the  approach,  and 
the  captain  said,  no,  no,  no,  I  will  take  it,  and  he  took  control  of 
the  airplane,  as  I  recall,  at  about  50  feet  of  altitude,  and,  Mr.  Wolf, 
it  is  a  shame  you  were  not  here,  at  that  point  because  you  could 
see  the  aircrsift  which  was  crabbing  then  turn  on  to  the  center  line 
and  actually  land  on  the  center  line  of  the  runway.  Now  it  landed 
about  3,000  feet  down  the  runway,  but  this  was — he  still  had  7,000 
feet  left,  which  is  plenty  of  runway  left  to  bring  this  aircraft  to  a 
stop. 

So  the  touchdown,  actually,  was  on  the  center  line  and  was  a 
very  good  landing.  So  at  that  point  that  aircraft  should  have  stayed 
on  the  runway,  and  in  our  judgment  had  the  pilot  continued  at  this 
time — the  captain,  fl3dng  pilot — had  he  continued  to  use  aero- 
dynamic controls,  that  is  his  rudder,  and  you  could  see  the  rudder 
movements  there,  and  as  long  as  he  had  rudder  input  in  there  he 
remained  on  the  center  line. 

In  fact,  as  the  aircraft  started  to  leave  the  center  line  at  one 
point  he  added  another  bit  of  left  rudder  and  it  corrected  and  then 
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he,  for  reasons  we  do  not  understand,  abandoned  using  his  flight 
controls  and  went  to  his  nosewheel  steering,  which  is  a  hand  device 
down  on  the  left  side  of  the  cockpit.  And  once  he  started  doing  that, 
that  aircraft  proceeded  off  the  runway. 

So  we  did  not  find  anything  to  support  American  Airlines'  con- 
tention, and  we  had  very  thorough  discussions  with  them  about 
this.  In  fact,  in  my  judgment,  it  was  not  even  close.  The  evidence 
was  overwhelming  in  support  of  our  conclusion. 

DALLAS-FT.  WORTH  AVIATION  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Is  it  possible  to  specify  the  ways  in  which  this  system 
you  have  demonstrated  today  increased  your  capacity  to  reach  this 
kind  of  determination? 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  think  so. 

Mr.  Price.  How  would  this  determination  have  been  arrived  at 
or  made  more  difficult  a  couple  of  years  ago? 

Mr.  VoGT.  Well,  I  think,  and  this  is  probably  a  very  good  case, 
just  speaking  as  a  Board  Member  who  was  presented  with  the  evi- 
dence and  had  initial  involvement  with  it.  There  was  a  lot  of  talk 
on  the  CVR  and  if  you  read  the  transcript  of  the  cockpit  voice  re- 
corder, as  I  mentioned  earlier,  about  whether  to  complete  the  land- 
ing, whether  to  take  it  in  or  not.  There  were  thunderstorms  around 
the  area,  and  a  good  judgment  might  have  been  to  take  it  around. 

But  when  you  get  conversations  like  that  and  then  at  almost  the 
last  moment,  50  feet  off  the  runway,  one  pilot  takes  the  control  of 
the  aircraft  away  from  the  other,  you  know  there  is  a  crosswind, 
you  know  that  the  pilot  who  is  flying  the  aircraft  has  decided  not 
to  land  it,  and  the  other,  the  captain  in  command  takes  the  air- 
plane away  from  him  and  says,  no,  I  will  put  it  on  the  runway.  And 
you  know  there  has  been  a  lot  of  rain  and  there  is  a  contention 
that  there  was  a  hydroplaning  accident.  To  be  able  to  see  how  the 
aircraft  was  aligned  when  the  captain  took  control  and  made  a  per- 
fect landing  on  the  center  line,  and  to  graphically  see  the  air  speed 
indications  at  the  time,  and  to  know  the  configuration  of  the  air- 
craft in  terms  of  speed  and  attitude  and  so  forth  when  it  touched 
down,  and  then  to  analyze  why  it  went  off  the  runway,  was  much 
easier  to  do  than  when  we  just  had  the  anecdotal  information 
about  these  sequence  of  events. 

I  thought,  from  my  point  of  view,  seeing  that  aircraft  on  the  cen- 
ter line,  and  as  an  aviator  myself,  to  know  that  once  it  is  on  the 
center  line  at  that  air  speed  in  that  attitude,  with  the  degree  of 
crosswind  we  knew  he  had,  there  is  really  no  reason  why  that  air- 
plane should  ever  leave  the  runway. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wolf. 

ACCIDENT  LITIGATION 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Welcome  to  the  Commit- 
tee. What  happens  in  a  case  like  that  when  there  is  litigation  and 
the  people  involved  are  suing?  Where  does  this  fall  out;  the  com- 
pany says  one  thing,  you  say  another? 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  by  statute  and  by  our  regulation  our  probable 
cause  determinations  are  not  admissible  in  any  court  of  law. 

Mr.  Wolf.  They  are  not? 
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Mr.  VOGT.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  in  the  statute? 

Mr.  VOGT.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  was  the  reason  for  that? 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  our  purpose  is  to  determine  cause  in  order  to 
make  recommendations  to  prevent  recurrences.  And  I  can  tell  you 
that  if  your  mindset  is  not  directly  focused  on  that  and  you  are 
thinking  about  the  entirely  different  subject  of  liability,  and  I  have 
been  involved  in  that  kind  of  litigation  as  a  lawyer,  it  just  does  not 
work. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  can  see  that. 

Mr.  VOGT.  So  we  assiduously  guard  that  right  not  to  have  our 
probable  cause  determinations  involved  in  litigation. 

Now,  having  said  that,  our  factual  reports  are  available  and  our 
investigators  are  available  for  deposition  on  their  factual  findings 
but  not  their  opinions.  And  so  in  almost  all  cases  our  people  are 
deposed,  and  those  depositions  can  then  be  introduced  as  evidence 
in  the  liability  trial  case  but  not  the  opinion  evidence. 

COLONIAL  PIPELINE  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  did  not  know  that  was  in  the  statute. 

On  the  Colonial  Pipeline  spill,  which  I  am  sure  you  are  up  to 
speed  on,  what  actually  did  result?  The  Safety  Board's  metallur- 
gical report  suggests  mechanical  damage.  Is  it  NTSB's  opinion  that 
it  was  a  third  party?  I  have  never  seen  the  cause  conclusively  stat- 
ed. 

Mr.  VoGT.  Mr.  Wolf,  I  just  signed  off  on  our  findings  yesterday 
and  they're  being  revised  and  will  be  out  probably  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay. 

Mr.  VOGT.  The  frustrating  and  confounding  part  of  this  investiga- 
tion was  that  once  we  determined  early  on  that  there  had  been  an 
external  cause  of  the  scratch  which  subsequently  ruptured,  trying 
to  determine  when  that  happened  and  how  it  might  have  happened 
and  by  whom  became,  in  the  final  analysis,  something  that  we 
could  not  do. 

Just  to  briefly  take  you  through  our  deliberations  on  Colonial, 
our  metallurgical  analysis  was  done  fairly  early  on.  The  accident 
occurred  on  March  28,  and  so  we  had  that  pipe  in  our  labs  shortly 
thereafter.  Our  analysis  showed  that  some  external  impact  had 
caused  this  scratch  which  then  failed. 

The  problem  was  that  in  normal  circumstances  you  can  take  that 
information  and  company  records  of  the  numbers  of  times  that  a 
line  has  been  pressurized,  and  we  know  that  is  all  hard  data,  and 
you  can  calculate,  given  the  strength  of  the  pipe  and  the  nature  of 
the  scratch,  when  it  would  fail. 

In  this  case,  the  problem  was  that  there  was  also  a  dent  associ- 
ated with  this  striation,  and  the  dent  precluded  us  from  using  the 
formulas. 

Since  the  calculations  could  not  be  performed,  we  attempted  to 
determine  whether  the  scrape  occurred  at  the  time  of  installation 
or  at  another  time. 

So  we  went  to  aerial  records.  The  company  is  required  every  two 
weeks  to  have  an  aerial  inspection  of  its  pipelines  and  to  maintain 
records  on  the  inspections.  We  reviewed  those  records. 
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Also,  we  examined  the  one-call  records,  which  incidentally  the 
Safety  Board  was  instrumental  in  bringing  about.  We  asked  Fair- 
fax County  to  provide  us  with  all  of  the  excavation  permits  that 
might  have  impacted  this  site,  and  they  came  to  us  over  a  period 
of  time  and  we  received  the  last  of  those  in  October. 

We  looked  into  over  200  reports  of  excavations  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  right-of-way  in  great  detail.  In  addition,  we  could  not  find  any 
evidence  that  would  lead  us  to  draw  a  conclusion  about  how  the 
scrape  happened.  RSPA  had  directed  the  Colonial  Pipeline  com- 
pany to  run  some  internal  tests  with  so-called  "smart  pigs"  in  Sep- 
tember and  October  following  the  accident. 

And  I  don't  understand  how  totally  these  are  done,  there  is  a  so- 
called  "magnaflux  testing  device"  which  uses  magnetic  fields  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  there  are  any  weak  spots  in  the  pipe.  They 
have  what  they  call  a  feeler  system  which  had  been  used  on  the 
pipe  back  in  1989  and  the  crack  was  undetected.  There  is  one  other 
inspection  device  used  called  a  distortion  imaging  which  is  sup- 
posed to  detect  dents.  The  results  of  all  these  tests  were  available 
in  November.  They  showed  128  fiaws  in  45  miles  of  pipeline.  The 
company  dug  up  each  of  those  flaws  visually  inspected  them,  and 
attached  over  11  different  structural  support  members  to  those  por- 
tions. Yet,  nothing  in  all  that  information  told  us  when  or  how  the 
accident  happened. 

COLONIAL  PIPELINE  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  looked  at  the  pipe  that  came  out  and  some  of  the 
other  pipe  that  came  out? 

Mr.  VOGT.  Yes. 

But,  again,  focusing  on  the  leak  that  we  were  addressing,  none 
of  this  told  us  anjrthing  more  than  we  already  knew.  And  so  in  No- 
vember we  decided  to  prepare  our  final  factual  report,  which  was 
transmitted  to  the  parties  in  December.  I  believe  Fairfax  County 
sent  its  response  back  to  us  on  the  24th  of  January.  Nonetheless, 
it  was  clear  by  November  and  December  that  we  were  not  going 
to  be  able  to  draw  conclusions  and  make  any  recommendations  in 
addition  to  those  which  we  have  already  made  on  pipelines  in  the 
past.  I  have  9  printout  of  those  recommendations  with  me  today. 
I  believe  there  are  over  50. 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  is  only  Colonial  or  just 

Mr.  VOGT.  No,  in  general  over  the  years.  And  we  have  been  look- 
ing at  them  for  20  plus  years. 

Mr.  Wolf.  This  is  another  question  I  wanted  to  ask,  whether  any 
recommendations  come  out  of  that,  but  apparently  not. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  we  are  not  going  to  make  recommendations  on 
the  basis  of  this  investigation,  but  we  are  conducting  a  much 
broader  based  industry-wide  special  investigation  which  will  in- 
clude all  pipelines,  and  we  are  in  the  process  now  of  analyzing  over 
400  accident  reports  maintained  by  RSPA.  There  are  some  errors 
that  need  to  be  corrected  in  the  data  and  we  are  in  the  process  of 
doing  that.  We  are  going  to  run  some  statistical  analysis. 

In  light  of  our  past  history  of  investigating  pipeline  accidents 
similar  to  this,  this  particular  accident  and  what  we  find  out  from 
the  analysis  of  these  400  RSPA  reports,  plus  a  survey  of  the  indus- 
try we  are  contemplating  plus  additional  data,  we  hope  to  be  able 
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to  come  out  in  the  fall  of  next  year  with  a  report  which  will  propose 
some  recommendations. 

Now,  for  example,  we  know  that  there  was  an  internal  examina- 
tion by  a  so-called  "feeler  pig"  on  the  accident  pipeline  that  failed 
to  detect  the  problem.  One  of  the  things  we  want  to  determine  is 
how  effective  are  the  current  internal  inspections?  How  good  are 
the  equipment  techniques  being  used?  Some  new  techniques  are  in 
use  in  England  and  we  WEint  to  find  out  about  their  effectiveness. 

It  is  frustrating  to  have  an  accident  like  this  and  not  be  able  to 
come  up  with  new  recommendations. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Particularly  since  you  were  so  close  to  this  accident, 
I  don't  want  to  say  this  was  an  opportunity,  but  since  you  are  lo- 
cated here  and  I  know  your  people  spent  a  lot  of  time  out  there, 
this  represented  a  chance  to  learn  some  things. 

Mr.  VOGT.  It  was  very  disappointing  to  go  through  all  the  proce- 
dures we  normally  go  through  and  additional  ones  as  well,  and  not 
come  up  with  the  information  we  needed. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  did  this  investigating  cost? 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  don't  know.  Congressman,  what  it  cost  us,  in  the 
sense  that  specifically  on  this  accident. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  had  a  lot  of  people  involved,  which  I  appreciated. 
It  seemed  to  me  that  no  one  could  be  critical  that  you  were  not  giv- 
ing this  adequate  time. 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  gave  it  our  very  best  shot. 

ACCIDENT  INVESTIGATION  REIMBURSEMENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  have  the  ability  to  go  after  anyone  for  the  re- 
imbursement? 

Mr.  VOGT.  No,  sir,  but  we  are  certainly  open  to  suggestions. 

One  of  the  problems  we  had  on  this,  quite  frankly,  and  it  has  to 
do  with  the  broader  subject  of  this  hearing,  is  our  resources.  We 
only  have  three  petroleum  engineers  in  the  pipeline  division,  and 
until 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  many  miles  of  pipeline  are  there  in  the  country? 

Mr.  VoGT.  I  don't  know.  I  don't  know.  I  am  sure  there  are  well 
over  a  million  miles  of  pipeline  in  the  country. 

But  we  were,  at  the  same  time,  involved  in  the  largest  pipeline 
accident,  I  think  in  history,  which  was  the  Brenham,  Texas  explo- 
sion which  registered,  4.5  on  the  Richter  scale.  There  were  a  num- 
ber of  fatalities  in  this  accident,  which  the  board  reviewed  in  Sep- 
tember. And  so  the  manpower  we  were  able  to  put  on  the  record 
evaluation  of  this,  we  were  taking  people  off  a  lot  of  other  projects 
in  order  to  give  this  adequate  attention.  So  in  a  cost  sense,  in 
terms  of  our  staff,  it  was  a  major  commitment  on  our  part  at  a 
time  when  we  were  very  pressed  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Has  there  ever  been  any  consideration  given  to  asking 
for  legislation  to  have  the  ability  to  go  after  the  company  involved? 

Mr.  VoGT.  Our  legislation  is  pretty  specific  that  that  is  not  our 
role.  We  do  make  recommendations  to  the  regulatory  agencies  upon 
which  they  often  take  action. 

Mr.  Wolf.  They  have  the  authority  to  do  that? 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  am  not  sure  what  RSPA's  authority  is,  but  if  any- 
body has  the  authority,  that  is  where  it  lies,  in  the  regulatory 
agencies  that  have  jurisdiction  over  the  pipeline. 
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COLONIAL  PIPELINE  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  can  send  a  copy,  I  guess  you  have  pretty  much 
told  us  what  you  are  going  to  say  tomorrow.  There  is  still  a  lot  of 
interest  in  this,  and  I  am  curious,  how  do  you  think  the  company 
has  done  on  the  cleanup;  do  you  have  any  feeling? 

Mr.  VoGT.  I  don't.  We  had  two  Colonial  accidents,  one  down  in 
the  Carolinas  a  year  before  that  we  were  also  looking  into.  But  I 
think  in  the  past,  it  is  my  recollection  that  the  company  has  had 
a  good  record.  We  are  not  aware  of 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay,  we  will  take  a  look  at  that.  I  guess  I  would  like 
to  see,  if  you  can  be  sure  Fairfax  County  gets  a  copy.  Supervisors 
Bob  Hicks  and  Tom  Davis  have  been  particularly  interested  in  it. 

You  felt  the  county  cooperated  and  gave  you  all  the 

Mr.  VoGT.  Yes,  they  cooperated. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  was  hoping  you  would  have  been  able  to  learn  a  lot 
from  it,  but  apparently  not,  and  I  have  no  criticism  of  you  all,  you 
spent  a  lot  of  time  and  your  people  were  very,  very  cooperative. 

Mr.  VoGT.  Well,  I  think  in  that  regard  it  has  been  the  catalyst 
for  something  we  think  is  going  to  be  very  productive  in  this  broad- 
er study. 

DRUGS  AND  ALCOHOL 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  your  testimony,  with  regard  to  the  drug  and  alco- 
hol use  on  the  Nation's  highways,  the  high  priority,  the  ALR  laws, 
are  on  your  most  wanted  list. 

As  you  know,  the  High  Risk  Drivers  Act,  which  was  prompted  by 
the  board,  passed  the  Senate  by  voice  vote.  I  introduced  the  bill  in 
over  here  and  Congressman  Rahall  has  promised  a  hearing  in 
March.  I  assume  you  all  would  testify. 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  would  certainly  be  delighted  to. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  LICENSE  REVOCATION 

Mr.  Wolf.  Some  of  the  safety  groups  supporting  the  legislation 
are  urging  an  amendment  be  offered  to  give  states  an  incentive  to 
pass  ALR  laws  for  underage  drivers,  and  under  the  proposed 
amendment  any  underage  driver  caught  drinking  with  a  BAC  ex- 
ceeding .02  would  automatically  be  subject  to  administrative  li- 
cense revocation. 

That  means  the  police  officer  could  take  the  license  on  the  spot. 
What  are  your  feelings  about  that? 

Mr.  VoGT.  We  have  been  very  supportive  of  administrative  li- 
cense revocation,  and  34  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  now 
have  it.  Last  year,  Texas  and  Idaho  passed  ALR  statutes.  We  ap- 
pear at  State  legislatures  to  testify  and  testified,  I  believe,  in  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  about  Virginia? 

Mr.  VoGT.  Virginia? 

Mr.  SWEEDLER.  We  testified  yesterday  on  the  Senate  side  and  on 
the  House  side,  too. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  you  could  give  us  a  list  of  the  States  that  have 
implemented  ALR  so  that  we  can  share  it  with  the  Public  Works 
Committee  before  markup  in  order  to  raise  their  comfort  level. 
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Mr.  VOGT.  Let  me  say  we  will  do  anything  that  will  be  helpful 
in  that  regard.  We  will  brief  anybody  you  wish  and  provide  any 
kind  of  information.  We  feel  very  strongly  that  this  is  important. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  if  you  will  get  this  from  the  States,  we  will  do 
this,  and  I  assume  the  Committee  would  want  you  as  a  witness. 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  will  volunteer. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  will  let  them  know.  Mr.  Rahall  seems  very,  very 
supportive,  and  I  would  think  it  will  be  a  noncontroversial  bill. 
They  didn't  have  a  vote  in  the  Senate.  Maybe  we  could  bring  it  up 
under  suspension  even. 

Mr.  VoGT.  Let  me  say  this  on  behalf  of  the  Board,  and  I  men- 
tioned this  in  my  opening  remarks,  that  we  very  much  appreciate 
your  sponsorship  of  that  legislation.  We  think  that  it  is  extremely 
important  and  we  know  that  it  saves  lives.  We  have  done  a  lot  of 
work  on  it. 

Mr.  Sweedler  here,  on  my  left,  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  this 
effort  across  the  country,  and  it  is  a  very  high  priority  for  us  and 
we  think  it  is  extremely  important  legislation  and  we  really  think 
it  is  marvelous  that  you  are  the  author  of  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  thank  you. 

I  think  the  interest  goes  up  and  down,  unfortunately.  And  I 
think,  this  is  a  prediction  that  I  want  to  be  wrong  on,  I  think  we 
will  deal  with  it  again  in  a  couple  of  months  during  graduation  and 
prom  season. 

So  those  times  come  and  go.  I  am  hoping  we  can  have  something 
done  before  that.  So  if  you  can  initially  get  us  the  ALR  list,  and 
then  if  there  is  anything  else  you  think  of,  maybe  we  can  bombard 
the  committee  with  four  or  five  letters  between  now  and  then  so 
they  get  sensitized  to  it,  and  maybe  it  would  be  helpful  to  have 
your  people  go  by  and  sit  down  with  their  staff  before  the  hearing 
is  actually  scheduled. 

We  are  looking  toward  the  end  of  March.  We  have  a  date;  the 
24th. 

Mr.  VoGT.  We  will  be  happy  to  do  all  of  that,  and  by  the  end  of 
the  day  today  we  will  bombard  you  with  a  lot  of  information. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay,  fine. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  information  below  was  furnished  to  Congressman  Frank  Wolf  on  March  3, 
1994. 

[Since  this  information  was  provided,  both  the  House  and  Senate  in  the  Common- 
wealth of  Virginia  have  passed  an  omnibus  drunk  driving  bill  containing  ALR  and 
other  provisions,  and  the  legislation  awaits  the  Governor's  signature.] 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  LICENSE  REVOCATION  LAW  STATUS 


ENACTED  (35) 


Alaska 

Arizona 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

District  of  Columbia 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Minnesota 


Mississippi 

Missouri 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New  Hampshire 

New  Mexico 

North  Carolina 

North  Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

West  Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 


NOT  ENACTED  (16) 


Alabama 

Arkansas 

Georgia 

Kenmcky 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Montana 

New  Jersey 


New  York 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode  Island 
South  Carolina 
South  Dakota 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
Washington 


As  of  March,  1994 
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STATES  WITH  LOWER  BAC  LEVELS  FOR 
YOUTHFUL  DWI  OFFENDERS 

(October  1993) 


STATE 
ARIZONA 

AGE 
LEVEL 

<21 

BAC 
LEVHL 

SANCTIONS 

UCENSING 

FINE 

jAn, 

COMMUNITY  1 
SERVICE 

0.00 

X 

X 

ARKANSAS 

<21 

0.02 

X 

X 

X 

CAT,TFORNL\ 

<21 

0.01 

X 

<18 

0.05 

X 

DIST.  OF  COLUMBL\ 

<21 

0.00 

X 

X 

X 

GEORGIA 

<18 

0.06 

X 

X 

X 

MAINE 

<21 

0.02 

X 

MARYLAND 

<21 

0.02 

X 

X 

MINNESOTA 

<21 

0.00 

X 

X 

X 

NEBRASKA 

<21 

0.02 

X 

X 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE 

<21 

0.04 

X 

NEW  JERSEY 

<21 

0.01 

X 

X          1 

NEW  MEXICO 

<21 

0.02 

X 

NORTH  CAROLINA 

<18 

0.00 

X 

OHIO 

<18 

0.02 

X 

OREGON 

<21 

0.00 

X 

RHODE  ISLAND 

<21 

0.04 

X 

X 

X 

TENNESSEE 

<21 

0.02 

X 

X 

X 

TEXAS 

<21 

0.07 

X 

1                 UTAH 

<21 

0.00 

X 

1             VERMONT 

<18 

0.02 

X 

1           WISCONSIN 

<18 

0.00 

X 
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AIR  BAGS  AND  CHILD  RESTRAINTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Babies  and  air  bags.  Is  the  Safety  Board  looking  into 
this  issue? 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  have  just  read  about  it  in  the  media  and  I  will  have 
to  turn  to  the  staff  here  to  see  if  anybody  has  more  information. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Wolf,  we  have  no  data  about  any  deaths  or  in- 
juries to  babies  involved  with  air  bags. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Excuse  me,  Ralph  Johnson  is  our  Deputy  Director  of 
Surface  Transportation  Safety. 

Mr.  Johnson.  However,  we  are  about  to  embark  on  a  special 
study  involving  children  under  the  age  of  11  and  we  are  going  to 
look  at  all  aspects  of  restraint  systems.  And  during  that  study  we 
will  certainly  look  into  this  issue. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  have  no  record  of  any 

Mr.  Johnson.  We  have  not  investigated  any. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  see.  You  know  about  it? 

Mr.  Johnson.  We  are  certainly  aware  of  the  problem. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  see.  So  you  will  be  doing  a  study  and  that  will  be 
in  cooperation  with  the  Secretary? 

I  asked  him  the  same  question  and  he  said  they  were  planning 
on  doing  certain  things  to  sensitize  the  public,  because  now  you  al- 
most cannot  buy  a  new  car  without  air  bags.  And  he  made  the  com- 
ment that  he  puts  his  youngsters  in  the  back  seat  now.  And  there 
are  a  lot  of  people  that  I  think  now  have  an  air  bag  car  and  are 
putting  children  in  the  front  seat,  unaware  of  the  danger. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Right,  and  we  are  certainly  going  to  look  into  that 
in  our  study. 

BELTWAY  SAFETY 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay.  Just  a  few  more  questions. 

Last  year,  you  indicated  that  in  the  accidents  involving  trucks, 
which  you  had  investigated,  50  percent  had  faulty  brakes.  Do  you 
have  any  feelings  or  comments  you  want  to  make  about  the  rec- 
ommendations from  the  recent  Beltway  meetings  held  by  FHWA? 

Mr.  VoGT.  Well,  we  participated  in  beltway  meetings,  and  I  think 
there  were  a  large  number  of  recommendations  that  came  out  of 
them.  They  were  not  our  own  recommendations,  but  rather  rec- 
ommendations resulting  from  the  meetings. 

Ralph,  perhaps  you  could  elaborate. 

Mr.  Johnson.  In  the  recent  years,  we  have  conducted  a  special 
study  on  commercial  vehicles.  We  have  done  several  major  acci- 
dents, including  the  Vernon  accident,  which  we  saw  the  reconstruc- 
tion earlier  which  was  a  bus  that  had  deficient  brakes.  We  have 
looked  into  the  role  of  the  Office  of  Motor  Carriers,  and  we  are  con- 
tinuing to  look  into  this  problem,  which  we  think  is  quite  substan- 
tial. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Now,  we  asked  the  Secretary  and  Mr.  Slater,  the  Fed- 
eral Highway  Administrator  last  year,  when  all  this  was  taking 
place — again,  you  act  when  it  seems  there  is  a  critical  problem. 
About  several  years  ago,  under  the  Bush  administration,  we  held 
a  Beltway  conference.  We  did  a  lot  of  things,  and  then  the  interest 
kind  of  waned.  Those  recent  accidents  happened  and  we  pulled  a 
group  together  again  in  August. 
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Tom  Farley,  who  is  now  the  regional  administrator  for  VDOT,  is 
running  it  and  they  have  come  up  with  60  some  recommendations. 
Some  have  been  implemented,  such  as  banning  trucks  in  the  left- 
hand  lane. 

Through  the  committee,  we  put  some  language  in  asking  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  to  do  some  activated  ramp  signs 
so  when  trucks  coming  off,  particularly  at  95  and  the  beltway, 
would  be  warned  of  excessive  speed  there  will  be  a  flashing  signal 
telling  them  with  regard  to  what  the  speed  should  be  based  on 
that. 

Did  Beltway  group  talk  to  you?  Were  you  involved  in  that? 

Mr.  SwEEDLER.  Yes.  In  fact,  our  investigator  served  on  a  number 
of  the  subcommittees.  So  we  were  intimately  involved  in  helping 
design  and  work  up  those  recommendations. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  is  anybody  with  your  group  still  active?  They  are 
going  to  come  back  again  this  summer  and  they  are  still  looking 
at  everything. 

Mr.  SWEEDLER.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Good.  Because  I  think  they  could  use  your  expertise 
and  when  we  get  an  accident  on  our  beltway  or  the  Baltimore  belt- 
way,  it  ties  up  the  whole  region. 

RADAR  DETECTORS 

Which  leads  to  another  question.  Last  year  I  advocated,  and  it 
was  somewhat  controversial,  although  I  do  appreciate  the  Sec- 
retary moving  ahead,  the  banning  of  radar  detectors  in  trucks. 
However,  there  is  no  enforcement  mechanism  with  it.  So  if  you  get 
stopped,  I  don't  know,  what  do  they  do,  slap  your  hands?  They  do 
not  give  a  ticket  because  it  is  not  a  violation. 

If  you  are  in  the  State  of  Tennessee  and  you  are  stopped  and  you 
have  a  radar  detector,  so  what?  So  now  that  we  have  done  this  and 
banned  it — and  I  appreciate  the  Secretary's  action.  But  where  do 
we  go  from  here  now? 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  don't  know  that  we  have  ever  considered  that  issue. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  think  somebody  should.  There  were  hearings 
and  different  safety  groups  came  in  and  I  do  want  to  commend 
them.  I  want  the  record  to  show  that  Secretary  Peiia  acted,  because 
a  lot  of  other  people  have  ducked  the  issue,  although  I  think  the 
American  Trucking  Associations  supported  it.  Now  that  we  have 
the  ban,  what  do  we  do  to  enforce  the  ban?  If  you  could  just  look 
at  that. 

I  think  all  the  studies  and  most  people  acknowledge  that  there 
was  something  wrong  with  a  truck,  particularly  one  carrying  flam- 
mable material,  having  a  radar  detector  moving  and  70  miles  down 
the  beltway.  So  now  I  just  want  to  know  what  is  the  next  step.  So 
if  you  could  look  into  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  enforcement  of  the  radar  detector  ban  rests  with  local  and  state  poUce,  as 
well  as  with  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  field  staff.  The  ultimate  success 
of  the  ban  will  be  determined  by  the  stringency  of  the  enforcement  effort  under- 
taken by  these  officials. 
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TRUCK  DRIVER  FATIGUE 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  two  more  questions  before  submitting  the  rest 
of  the  questions  for  the  record.  Driver  fatigue. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  that  is  a  major  issue  with  us,  not  only  driver  fa- 
tigue, but  fatigue  in  all  modes  of  transportation. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  know  in  1989  you  said  one-third  of  the  drivers  of 
truck-related  accidents 

Mr.  VOGT.  Right.  We  are  actually  embarked  upon  a  study  on  fa- 
tigue and,  Ralph,  maybe  you  can  elaborate  or  Bernie,  Bernie  Loeb 
is  the  Director  of  our  Office  of  Research  and  Engineering. 

Mr.  LOEB.  We  have  been  involved  in  the  planning,  development 
and  carrying  out  of  a  study  that  followed  up  the  earlier  heavy  truck 
study  in  which  we  determined  that  about  one-third  of  the  driver's 
fatigue  was  involved  in  the  accidents.  We  have  been,  as  I  said,  in- 
volved in  a  follow-up  to  that  study  to  try  to  determine  the  factors 
that  are  associated  with  fatigue.  We  have  investigated  more  than 
100  accidents  involving  heavy  trucks. 

We  are  now  in  the  process  of  analyzing  the  data.  We  hope  to 
have  a  report  to  the  Board  sometime  at  the  end  of  the  summer  and 
we  hope  the  outcome  is  that  we  will  learn  something  about  the 
kinds  of  things  that  are  associated  with  it;  the  type  of  operation, 
trucking  operation;  shift  schedules,  and  that  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Like  the  size  of  the  company  and  independent  opera- 
tors? 

Mr.  LOEB.  Independents  versus  the  large  companies,  short  haul 
versus  long  haul,  how  they  pay,  those  kinds  of  things. 

NTSB-FAA  RELATIONSHIP 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  will  be  very,  very  helpful.  Great. 

The  other  question  I  wanted  to  ask  is  how  is  the  cooperation  by 
the  FAA?  Is  it  good?  Of  course,  they  have  been  leaderless  for  so 
long,  and  now  they  have  a  leader.  It  is  the  one  agency  I  think  that 
is  basically  out  of  control.  I  don't  think  most  Secretaries  have  had 
any  control. 

The  committee  does  not  understand  a  lot  of  the  technical  aspects. 
I  am  not  a  pilot.  Fortunately,  the  Chairman,  Mr.  Carr  is,  and  prob- 
ably has  a  better  handle  than  most  Members.  They  dazzle  you  with 
the  data.  The  AAS,  the  delays.  There  have  been  billions  of  dollars. 

Most  administrators  come  and  then  they  go,  and  when  they  are 
there,  they  are  gone  because  they  are  traveling  and  they  are  get- 
ting checked  out  on  helicopters  and  planes.  That  is  why  I  think  the 
Secretary  is  probably  on  to  a  good  idea  to  turn  FAA  into  a  corpora- 
tion, and  I  just  wonder  if  you  have  had  better  success  than  most 
other  people  with  regard  to  cooperation  from  the  FAA  with  regard 
to  cooperation? 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  measure  our  success  in  terms  of  our  acceptance  of 
our  work  product,  which  are  our  recommendations.  And  the  rate  of 
acceptance  and  how  timely  the  agencies  react.  They  have  90  days 
by  law  to  react.  And  I  like  to  characterize  our  relationship  with  the 
FAA  as  one  of  constructive  tension.  We  meet  with  them  a  lot.  We 
are  at  arm's  length  with  them.  But  we  think  it  is  very  important 
that  we  have  an  ongoing  dialogue. 
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And  in  the  context  in  which  we  judge  modal  administration,  on 
all  points  the  FAA  is  the  best,  and  we  have  just  done  a  chart,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  to  show  from  1989  through  1993,  and  in  1993,  for 
example,  we  had  124  recommendations  to  the  FAA  and  their  aver- 
age response  time  to  us  was  68  days,  which  is  the  best  of  any  Ad- 
ministration. And  they  have  accepted  over  90  percent  of  our  rec- 
ommendations. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  good. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Now,  in  the  past,  last  year  for  example,  it  was  74  per- 
cent; year  before  it  was  89.  On  our  urgent  recommendations,  they 
have  normally  been  in  excess  of  91  percent  acceptance.  So  we  find 
that  they  are  very  responsive  to  our  recommendations. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  good.  I  guess  it  does  not  matter  if  they  do  it 
with  a  smile. 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  do  not  really  care. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  know,  criticism  does  not  really  make  me  happy, 
but  a  lot  of  times,  you  know,  when  I  know  I  am  wrong  I  just  say 
I  am  wrong.  And  whether  they  are  happy  or  not,  that  is  very  good, 
and  I  think  the  record  should  show  they  have  been  cooperative. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  they  have  been  and 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  don't  think  the  committee  has  had  that  success 
record  with  them.  I  know  the  average  Secretary  has  not,  so  you  are 
in  a  good  position. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  I  think  this  speaks  well  of  the  staff  level  commu- 
nication and  the  professionals  working  together  and,  of  course,  we 
are  not  running  any  popularity  contests  here. 

REINVENTING  GOVERNMENT — STAFF  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  true.  They  do  not  determine  your  pay. 

The  last  thing,  and  it  is  not  a  question,  is  to  sensitize  you  that 
as  you  go  through  this  so-called  "reinventing  government,"  that  I 
think  the  intention  behind  it  is  well-meaning,  but  I  see  it  targeting 
so  many  that  have  worked  in  the  government  for  a  number  of 
years.  I  see  it  targeting  midlevel,  and  I  think  what  they  really 
mean  is  middle  age.  I  sense  there  are  some  middle-aged  people  sit- 
ting in  front  of  me. 

That  is  really  where  it  is,  the  midlevel  people,  because  of  a  lot 
of  different  activities  over  the  years  of  bumping  up  and  different 
things,  that  happens  to  be  where  the  group  is.  And  I  think  there 
is  a  targeting  there.  That  is  where  some  of  the  salaries  are.  And 
I  sense  the  morale  in  the  Federal  Grovernment  is  not  really  high 
now. 

I  don't  represent  as  many  Federal  employees  as  I  used  to,  be- 
cause my  district  now  goes  from  my  house  out  to  West  Virginia, 
but  they  are  not  a  happy  lot.  And  with  the  Clinton  health  care 
plan,  which  wipes  out  the  Federal  employees  health  benefit  plans 
and  some  of  the  others,  this,  I  think,  is  particularly  frightening. 

When  a  person  gets  to  be  about  43,  45,  51,  this  is  a  frightening 
aspect,  are  they  going  to  lose  their  job  or  not?  So  as  you  are  going 
through  these  things,  I  think  you  should  be  sensitive.  Middle  level, 
mid  management  is  not  always  bad.  It  is  not  always  where  the 
problem  is.  In  fact,  many  times  you  will  find  they  will  be  your  tech- 
nical people.  And  how  you  define  that  term — they  are  even  defining 
scientists  in  that  mid  level.  And,  of  course,  I  commented  the  other 
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day  the  woman  who  stopped  thaUdomide  from  coming  into  the 
country  at  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  was  a  mid  level  em- 
ployee. You  have  a  lot  of  scientific  type  people  at  NTSB,  and  I 
think  it  is  something  you  should  be  very,  very  sensitive  to  as  you 
are  faced  with  this. 

I  thank  the  Chairman  for  the  extra  time  and  I  thank  you  for 
your  testimony. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf.  I  want  to  say  these  people  at 
the  table  look  much  older  than  they  really  are. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  some  of  them,  let  me  say  they  are  closer  to  the 
end  than  they  are  to  the  beginning.  I  am  55;  my  dad  died  at  67. 
If  I  live  to  be  as  old  as  my  dad,  I  have  lived  better  than  80  percent 
of  my  life. 

If  this  were  a  football  game,  I  would  be  in  the  fourth  quarter.  I 
have  been  at  football  games  where  at  fourth  quarter  I  begin  to 
leave  with  the  crowd.  The  mid-life  crisis,  mid  life,  is  about  40  on, 
so  most  of  those  at  the  table,  and  up  here  too,  are  closer  to  the  end 
than  they  are  to  the  beginning. 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  can  certainly  sympathize  with  what  you  are  saying 
and  I  am  now  totally  depressed. 

.    FRONT  ROYAL,  VIRGINLV,  A\TATION  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  In  your  testimony,  you  indicated  you  have  serious 
concerns  about  the  performance  of  the  flight  crew  in  this  October 
1993  accident.  I  realize  the  investigation  is  siill  under  way,  but 
what  preliminary  recommendations  have  you  made  to  FAA?  What 
has  been  FAA's  response? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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On  November  24,  1 993,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  issued 
the  following  safety  recomnnendations  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration. 

Require  all  Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards  flight  operations 
to  file  flight  plans  for  all  flights  and  to  activate  Instrument  Flight 
Rules  flight  plans  before  takeoff  to  the  maximum  extent  possible. 
(Class  I,  Urgent  Action)  (A-93-161) 

Direct  the  Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards  to  evaluate  the 
use  of  a  Flight  Dispatch  program  to  assist  in  the  management  of 
FAA  flight  operations.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-162) 

Institute  Cockpit  Resource  Management  Training,  as  outlined  in 
FAA  Advisory  Circular  1 20-1 51  at  each  Office  of  Aviation  System 
Standards  flight  operations  unit.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
163) 

Incorporate  Aeronautical  Decision  Making  techniques  and  skills  as 
presented  in  FAA  Advisory  Circular  60-22  into  the  Office  of 
Aviation  System  Standards  aircrew  training  program.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93-164) 

Direct  the  Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards  to  evaluate  the 
recommendations  in  the  1989  System  Safetv  Survey  relating  to 
the  second-in-command  responsibilities  and  flying  proficiency  and 
to  establish  duties  as  appropriate.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A- 
93-165) 

Direct  the  Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards  to  implement  an 
appropriate  management/supervisor  structure  to  ensure  that  a 
method  of  resolving  conflicts,  grievances,  and  incident  reporting 
exists  at  the  appropriate  management  level  in  each  Flight 
Inspection  Area  Office.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-166) 

Direct  the  Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards  to  elevate  the 
Flight  Safety  Program  requirements  and  the  Senior  Flight  Safety 
Officer  (SFSO)  position  within  the  organization  to  receive  the  level 
of  attention  presented  in  the  responsibilities  stated  in  the  Flight 
Inspection  Operations  Manual  and  FAA  Order  4040. 9D,  i.e., 
direct  coordination  between  the  SFSO  and  the  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards  (as  identified  in  the  1 989 
System  Safety  Survey).    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-167) 
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Direct  the  Office  of  Aviation  Standards  and  Flight  Standards 
Service  (or  the  Associate  Administrator  for  Aviation  Standards 
and  the  Associate  Administrator  for  Regulation  and  Certification) 
to  negotiate  and  implement,  by  an  established  date,  a  surveillance 
system  for  FAA  flight  operations  that  is  at  least  equal  to  that  of 
the  air  carrier  industry  as  previously  agreed  to  in  1 990.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93- 168) 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  responded  to  the  above 
safety  recommendations  on  January  31,1 994.  Although  the  Safety  Board  has 
not  formally  classified  the  status  of  the  response,  overall  the  FAA  response 
agrees  with  virtually  all  of  the  recommendations,  including  the  urgent 
recommendation  to  require  IFR  flight  plans  for  FAA  flight  operations.  An 
urgent  revision  to  the  flight  operations  manuals  was  issued  by  the  FAA  on 
November  24,  1993,  to  require  the  filing  of  IFR  flight  plans. 
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BOGUS  PARTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  DOT  Inspector  General  has  done  a  great  deal  of 
work  in  the  area  of  bogus  parts.  Has  the  Safety  Board  conducted 
any  investigations  of  aviation  accidents  where  it  was  determined 
that  suspected  unapproved  parts  [SUPs)  or  bogus  parts  were  in- 
volved? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  not  identified  the  use  of  an  unap- 
proved part  or  counterfeit  (bogus)  part  as  a  cause  in  any  major  air  carrier  accident. 
The  Safety  Board  has  cited  the  use  of  unapproved  parts  as  causal  in  ten  general 
aviation  accidents  since  1984.  Typically,  this  involves  the  use  of  automotive  parts 
or  hardware  avaiable  from  a  local  hardware  store  substituted  for  a  more  expensive 
approved  aircraft  part.  The  cause  of  these  accidents  is  attributed  to  improper  main- 
tenance. 

Mr.  Price.  We  will  now  turn  to  Mr.  Coleman  to  cheer  us  up. 

INTERNATIONAL  HIGHWAY  SIGNING 

Mr.  Coleman.  That  is  right,  there  is  always  tomorrow. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Last  year,  I  remember  asking  a  question  about  international 
signing  and  some  of  the  problems  we  anticipated  with  NAFTA  and 
other  matters.  It  is  one  of  the  most  frustrating  things  anyone  finds 
while  driving  a  vehicle.  And  imagine  driving  a  truck  at  high 
speeds,  or  similar  speeds,  and  not  being  warned  sufficiently  in  ad- 
vance of  some  new  change,  and  particularly  if  it  is  in  a  language 
that  is  unfamiliar  with  some  drivers,  and  that  is  unfortunate,  but 
that  is  a  reality. 

I  guess  unlike  the  aviation  industry  where  you  have  a  standard 
language  that  is  demanded,  we  do  not  for  driving  vehicles.  I  con- 
tinue to  have  great  concerns  about  the  safety  responsibility  func- 
tion of  those  drivers  and  the  fact  that  we  do  not  have  anybody 
checking  them,  at  least  not  from  our  standpoint,  the  Federal  level. 
Evidently,  we  have  made  a  policy  decision  as  a  Nation  that  we  do 
not  want  to  invest  the  kind  of  funds  necessary  to  do  the  checks. 
The  ICC  doesn't  do  it,  we  do  not  have  anyone  else  doing  it,  other 
than  local  governments.  I  call  it  an  unfunded  Federal  mandate. 

I  want  to  talk  about  that  as  an  issue.  I  wonder  about  the  signage 
part  of  it;  whether  or  not  you  had  conducted  any  special  efforts  or 
done  anything  with  respect  to  those  issues,  particularly  from  traffic 
drivers  from  non-English  speaking  countries? 

Mr.  VOGT.  No,  sir,  we  have  not.  The  starting  point  for  our  activi- 
ties is  most  often  an  accident  or  a  series  of  accidents  that  cause  us 
to  do  a  special  study,  and  I  hope  that  maybe  we  will  not  ever  have 
to  encounter  that.  But  if  we  do,  it  would  emanate  from  an  accident 
in  which  that  was  a  factor. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  know  about  the  international  sign  issue  a  little 
bit,  I  know  you  do,  and  probably  much  involved  with  it,  or  at  least 
involved  with  it  to  some  extent,  and  it  seems  to  me  maybe  that  is 
an  area  we  should  be  preparing  for  to  some  extent,  to  see  to  it  we 
take  into  account  some  kind  of  international  signing  standard  for 
vehicular  traffic. 

Mr.  VoGT.  I  believe  that  is  the  case  in  Europe;  that  they  have 
a  universal  signage  standard  there. 
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Mr.  Coleman.  Yes.  Well,  Mexico  uses  it  as  well,  to  some  extent. 
But  once  again,  I  find  it  a  very  finistrating  thing  to  travel  in  Vir- 
ginia, or  particularly  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  everybody's 
excuse  here,  by  the  way,  about  poor  signing,  is  they  have  a  lot  of 
tourists  and  tourists  do  not  want  to  drive. 

To  be  honest,  I  find  that  excuse  totally  lame  and  frustrating 
when  you  are  driving  in  the  right  lane  and  you  are  suddenly  con- 
fronted with  a  you-have-to-tum-right  sign.  You  did  not  want  to  do 
that  but  you  did  not  know  that,  and  you  have  been  given  now 
about  20  feet  to  either  crash  into  the  left  lane  or  turn  right. 

And  I  am  just  talking  about  several  points  I  can  show  you 
around  the  District  and  a  few  in  Virginia,  I  am  sure,  but  my  point 
is  simply  this:  I  worry  a  lot  more  about  the  signage  part  of  it  than 
maybe  some  others  do.  I  have  been  fairly  astounded,  and  maybe  it 
is  just  true  in  this  part  of  the  country  because  it  is  an  older  part 
of  the  country — but  we  do  not  seem  to  plan  ahead  as  well,  I  don't 
think,  as  in  some  of  the  wide  open  spaces  of  west  Texas  where  you 
have  a  lot  of  time  to  make  a  mistake,  which  oftentimes  happens 
there  as  well.  Not  sajdng  we  are  above  the  mistake  happening,  but 
at  least  there  is  a  lot  more  time  usually  given  to  making  important 
decisions  about  where  you  are  going  to  drive. 

I  worry  more  about  that  in  terms  of  trucks,  particularly  because 
of  the  issue  of  NAFTA  and  because  a  lot  of  us,  in  my  part  of  the 
country,  anticipate  more  and  more  commercial  traffic.  So  I  would 
hope  that  if  within  your  board  you  feel  that  something  like  that 
would  be  helpful,  you  would  ask  us  to  help  us  fund  those  kinds  of 
studies  or  preparation  that  you  feel  is  necessary.  I  hope  you  will 
contact  us  because  I  think  this  committee  would  be  sympathetic  to 
trying  to  deal  with  that  issue. 

Mr.  VOGT.  I  expect  that  will  be  very  timely  as  NAFTA  in  particu- 
lar takes  effect. 

RAILROAD  SAFETY 

Mr.  Coleman.  Let  me  ask  you  some  questions  about  rail  safety. 

On  the  rail  issue  it  the  board  called  the  National  Railroad  Ad- 
ministration or  is  it  FRA. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Federal  Railroad  Administration,  FRA. 

Mr.  Coleman.  FRA,  Federal  Railroad  Administration.  You  know, 
I  have  always  been  fairly  amazed  about  the  United  States  and  the 
fact  we  do  not  really  spend  the  kind  of  time  or  dollars  on  the  tech- 
nology for  rail  that  I  think  we  should.  And  I  can  understand  why 
companies,  the  private  sector,  has  felt  they  cannot.  It  has  been  an 
economic  issue.  We  have  seen  passenger  rail  service  with  the  jaded 
history  certainly  in  that  regard,  but  I  think  more  and  more  com- 
mercial rail  will  be  utilized,  not  less. 

Quite  honestly,  just  again  from  a  perspective  that  is  maybe  dif- 
ferent than  other  folks,  but  I  think  that  those  will  become  issues 
and  I  am  worried,  for  example,  about  the  rail  separation  issue, 
train  separation  issue,  and  wonder  if  the  kind  of  technology  that 
is  needed — I  understand  it  has  been  called  "cost  prohibitive"  I  am 
wondering,  your  opinion  on  that  might  reflect  some  need  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  play  a  role. 
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POSITIVE  TRAIN  SEPARATION 

Mr.  Coleman.  You  know,  we  have  done  that  in  many  instances 
where  we  do  not  lead  the  way  because  of  our  intelligence,  but  we 
will  lead  the  way  with  some  dollars,  some  help  in  new  technologies. 
We  have  done  it  in  the  national  defense  arena  as  a  government  his- 
torically. I  don't  know  why  it  is  we  cannot  do  it  with  other  issues. 
It  seems  fairly  important  to  me  that  we  might  be  able  to  help  in 
getting  the  technology  aboard  that  can  prevent  the  kind  of  acci- 
dents that  we  have  had  a  number  of. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Positive  train  separation  is  very  high  on  our  priority 
list.  It  is  on  our  most  wanted  list  and  it  is  something  we  have  been 
very  active  in  fostering.  And,  as  you  probably  know,  Burlington 
Northern  did  a  fairly  extensive  analysis  in  its  Aries  system  a  few 
years  ago  using  satellites.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  indus- 
try, through  the  AAR,  has  now  embraced  an  alternate  approach 
through  implanted  transponders  in  the  tracks. 

The  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  FRA  right  now  are  in 
the  process  of  coming  forward,  we  are  told,  with  a  strategy  by  July 
1.  I  think  that  the  Assistant  Secretary  needs  to  report  to  the  Con- 
gress at  that  point.  We  are  aware  of  the  discussions  that  are  going 
on.  We  have  participated  in  an  ancillary  degree  with  that. 

We  have  made  recommendations  both  to  the  FRA  and  to  the 
AAR  calling  for  a  timetable  for  implementation  of  positive  train 
separation,  and  we  were  somewhat  disappointed  in  the  response  we 
got,  but  we  are  in  the  process  of  a  dialogue  with  them  and  we  hope 
that  something  will  come  out  of  that. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Could  you  describe  the  disappointment  for  a  sec- 
ond? Was  that  from  the  industry  you  were  disappointed? 

Mr.  VoGT.  From  the  AAR.  I  am  hopeful  that  what  the  Depart- 
ment is  doing  right  now  will  produce  some  positive  results  in  terms 
of  the  industry  embracing  some  form  of  positive  train  separation. 
As  you  point  out,  their  contention  is  that  it  is  prohibitively  expen- 
sive, and  some  of  the  technologies  may  well  be. 

We  think  there  is  a  lot  in  between,  though.  Not  every  situation 
demands  it  but  there  are  some  situations  which  clearly  could  de- 
mand it.  I  think  that  at  the  point  in  which  it  becomes  economically 
viable  then  the  industry  will  embrace  it. 

We  would  welcome  funding  from  any  source.  We  just  think  it  is 
a  very  important  safety  matter  and  you  can  look  at  almost  all  of 
the  train  collisions  that  could  have  been  prevented  by  positive  train 
separation. 

So  it  is  very  important  to  us  and  if  it  takes  Federal  funding,  then 
that  is  okay  with  us.  We  would  just  like  to  see  it  happen,  and  right 
now  we  are  concerned  that  it  will  not  happen,  certainly  to  the  ex- 
tent we  think  and  would  hope  that  it  should. 

RAILROAD  safety 

Mr.  Coleman.  You  know,  I  am  interested  that  in  your  statement 
you  mention  being  disappointed  about  the  AAR.  I  have  to  tell  you 
there  are  a  lot  of  us  who  think  that  in  dealing  with  some  of  our 
huge — hard  to  describe — ^but  massive  problems  of  moving  people 
and  commerce  across  bridges  and  across  overland  routes,  it  is  just 
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phenomenal  what  we  all  go  through  in  order  to  do  these  kinds  of 
things,  you  know. 

I  remember  Frank  Wolf  talking  about  how  old  we  are,  and  life 
is  too  short  for  us  to  be  going  through  this  on  a  day-to-day  basis. 
The  enjoyment  of  being  able  to  have  an  interaction  on  either  side 
of  the  Potomac,  for  example.  You  can  imagine  what  it  is  like  to 
close  down — we  have  done  it  I  think  with  the  Case  Bridge.  Almost 
that  bad  but  not  quite.  It  still  moves.  But  what  you  are  supposed 
to  do  is  give  about  another  two  or  three  minutes  for  people  to  look 
in  your  trunk.  That  happens  in  my  district.  And  the  traffic  seems 
about  as  bad  as  at  the  Case  Bridge.  It  is  a  difficult  situation. 

A  lot  of  us  are  looking  for  alternatives,  one  of  them  being  rail, 
and  certainly  cargo  by  flight,  those  kinds  of  issues.  But  I  have  to 
say  to  you  that  in  fact  to  discuss  with  the  rails  how  we  can  better 
effectuate  an  efficient,  streamlined  system,  it  seems  to  me  with  the 
railroad  it  is  like  pulling  teeth  to  get  them  to  come  to  the  table. 
It  is  astounding, 

Some  of  the  suggestions  that  have  been  made  by  the  military, 
the  MAP  program,  where  the  military  and  the  civilian  sector  will 
work  together  to  resolve  issues,  the  military  is  very  interested  in 
having  a  better,  for  strategic  mobility  purposes  and  rapidly 
deployable  defense  forces,  they  are  interested  in  having  rail  partici- 
pants. They  are  never  at  the  meeting. 

Maybe  their  financial  problems  are  so  great  they  do  not  feel  they 
can  participate.  If  that  is  the  case,  then  I  guess  maybe  they  should 
say  so.  But  I  thought  the  AAR  would  at  least  come  to  the  table  to 
discuss  these  issues. 

I  would  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  could  suggest  to  the  Ranking 
Member  that  we  consider  having  hearings  with  respect  to  rail  safe- 
ty issues  as  well  as  where  we  are  going  to  go  from  here  and  what 
role  the  Federal  Grovernment,  if  any,  could  play  in  being  helpful. 
It  seems  to  me  that,  overall,  our  overall  transportation  system 
needs  some  alleviation  of  problems  in  certain  area.  In  fact,  it  does 
not  seem  that  way;  I  know  it  is  that  way  in  certain  areas. 

And  I  would  be  very  interested  in  having  your  board  participate, 
at  least  be  present,  in  such  hearings  and  such  meetings,  because 
I  think  it  all  relates  to  each  other,  whether  safety  or  moving  of 
commerce  or  whether  we  can  effectively  and  efficiently  as  a  country 
deal  with  these  problems. 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  would  certainly  be  very  interested  and  commend 
your  thoughts  on  that. 

I  would  point  out  that  one  of  the  intermodal  sources  of  fatalities 
every  year,  over  600  per  year,  are  at  grade  crossings.  And  we  like 
to  think  that  some  form  of  positive  train  separation  might  posi- 
tively impact  on  that.  But  it  is  certainly  a  situation  where  we  have 
intermodal  problems  and  the  more  attention  that  is  paid  to  it,  the 
better,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned, 

RAILROAD  SAFETY 

Mr.  Coleman.  There  is  even  the  technology  I  know  that  has  been 
under  discussion  about  warnings  on  bridges  that  may  not  be  capa- 
ble of  sustaining  the  weight  of  an  oncoming  or  dealing  with  an  on- 
coming train.  Those  are  the  kinds  of  issues  I  think  we  should  be 
able  to  address. 
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Do  we  have  to  wake  everybody  up  and  say  we  are  about  to  get 
into  the  next  century,  maybe  we  could  come  into  this  one  to  some 
extent?  If  the  technology  is  on  the  shelf,  there  are  a  lot  of  us,  and 
one  of  my  colleagues  here  I  know  who  shares  with  me  the  same 
thought,  a  lot  of  the  technology  that  is  on  the  shelf  that  we  are  able 
to  utilize  but  do  not. 

Why  the  United  States  decided  we  had  to  wait  for  another  20  or 
30  years  to  use  what  we  knew  how  to  do  is  phenomenal.  But  it 
seems  to  me  that  we  kind  of  all  have  that  responsibility  I  think  in 
terms  of  these  safety  issues  as  well  and  if  we  need  to  lead  the  way 
I  think  we  should  do  that.  But  I  really  think,  I  think  that  private 
industry  will  see  the  advantages  of  it. 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  would  certainly  support  anything  that  brings  con- 
structive attention  to  all  of  these  issues  and  they  are  very  real. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Well,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  testimony  and 
I  appreciate  the  time.  I  apologize  for  being  late. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Coleman. 

TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  VOGT,  I  would  like  to  invite  you  to  step  back  a  m'oment.  We 
have  gotten  into  a  lot  of  detailed  matters  this  morning  and  many 
specific  issues,  but  I  wonder  if  you  could  comment  in  general  about 
the  kinds  of  gains  we  have  made  in  safety,  and  the  major  problem 
areas  that  you  see.  There  is  some  moderately  good  news  according 
to  the  Department  of  Transportation.  Fatalities  across  almost  all 
transportation  modes  have  dropped  by  23  percent  since  1980.  The 
most  recent  statistics  for  1992  show  a  4.9  percent  drop  in  transpor- 
tation fatalities  as  compared  with  the  previous  year. 

From  the  Safety  Board's  perspective,  what  would  you  identify  as 
the  areas  where  we  have  made  the  greatest  gains  in  improving 
transportation  safety  and  where  would  you  identify  the  greatest 
needs? 

HIGHWAY  SAFETY 

Mr.  VoGT.  Well,  that  is  an  inviting  couple  of  questions.  I  think 
we  have  made  some  significant  strides  in  surface  transportation, 
and  those  fatalities  have  been  trending  down  over  the  years,  and 
your  best  information  is  that  there  has  been  a  decrease  in  alcohol 
involvement,  although  over  half  of  the  fatalities  on  highways  are 
alcohol  involved.  But  we  see  a  lot  of  legislative  progress  at  the 
State  level  in  dealing  with  alcohol,  and  we  think  that  that  is  going 
to  bear  some  fruit.  So  we  are  encouraged  that  that  is  happening. 
Killing  almost  40,000  people  a  year,  though,  is  still  an  enormous 
problem,  and  one  that  needs  to  be  dealt  with  in  a  variety  of  ways. 

AVIATION  SAFETY 

In  aviation,  we  have  seen  a  decrease  in  fatalities.  Unfortunately, 
in  general  aviation,  it  tends  to  track  the  decrease  in  the  numbers 
of  flight  hours  every  year.  Those  are  not  hard  statistics,  but  we 
think  they  are  fairly  accurate,  and  you  get  a  general  impression 
that  the  numbers  of  fatalities  go  down  with  the  decrease  in  the  use 
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of  general  aviation  aircraft.  So  that  is  kind  of  a  bittersweet  aspect 
to  it. 

In  121s,  that  is  a  major  transport  category,  the  situation  is  very 
impressive  right  now.  As  we  look  ahead — and  let  me  answer  both 
parts  of  your  question  here  in  regard  to  aviation — almost  everyone 
predicts  an  annual  worldwide  increase  of  about  6  percent  per 
annum  in  the  numbers  of  people  transported  in  scheduled  airline 
activity.  And  so  if  our  accident  rate  remains  the  same,  we  are  going 
to  have  more  accidents.  So  in  order  to  stay  even  we  are  going  to 
have  to  get  better  in  terms  of  our  safety  record.  So  that  is  some- 
thing that  just  demands  constant  vigilance. 

We  are  seeing  a  growing  commuter  aircraft  and  that  has  been 
the  attention  of  several  hearings  recently.  It  is  a  very  safe  way  to 
travel,  but,  relatively  speaking,  it  has  some  aspects  to  it  that  major 
airline  transportation  does  not.  Because  these  aircraft  are  involved 
in  takeoffs  and  landings  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  long-range 
transport  aircraft,  and  the  takeoff  and  landing  phase  is  where  most 
accidents,  65  percent  of  the  accidents,  occur  in  one  of  those  two 
phases — the  first  two  minutes  or  the  last  four  minutes  of  a  sched- 
uled flight. 

They  also  fly  in  the  weather.  They  do  not  fly  at  high  altitudes 
much  of  the  time,  and  they  are  now  an  entry  path  for  young  avi- 
ators into  the  commercial  aviation  sector.  So  we  tend  to  have,  at 
least  in  some  cases,  low  time  pilots  flying  in  this  very  difficult  envi- 
ronment, and  a  lot  of  attention  is  being  paid  to  that.  Their  safety 
record,  as  I  mentioned,  is  good,  but  we  think  there  are  some  ways 
to  improve  that  record,  through  additional  training  requirements, 
and  I  believe  that  Mr.  Hinson  is  moving  in  that  direction.  So  I  see 
some  improvement  there  already  taking  place,  but  that  is  some- 
thing that  needs  attention. 

RECREATIONAL  BOATING  SAFETY 

One  of  the  areas  I  think  not  getting  adequate  attention  is  rec- 
reational boating  safety,  and  it  is  second  only  to  highway  accidents 
in  terms  of  fatalities  every  year.  It  is  second  by  a  wide  margin  but 
there  are  several  hundred  people  killed  every  year  in  recreational 
boating  accidents,  and  that  needs  a  lot  of  attention. 

It  is  getting  attention  in  the  private  sector,  and  in  some  States, 
but  alcohol  involvement  in  recreational  boating  is  a  very  real  and 
very  dangerous  aspect.  People's  reluctance  to  use  personal  flotation 
devices  to  the  extent  they  should,  particularly  with  children,  is 
something  that  I  think  requires  a  lot  of  attention.  There  are  over 
a  half  million  boats  in  Florida  right  now  that  can  exceed  50  miles 
an  hour  that  are  recreational  boats. 

MARITIME  SAFETY 

We  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  working  over  the  last  few  years  on 
passenger  safety  because  of  the  burgeoning  industry  in  cruise  line 
operations.  Most  of  these  cruise  lines,  in  fact  I  think  almost  all  of 
them,  are  foreign-flagged  vessels  operating  out  of  our  ports  with 
American  citizens.  And  several  years  ago  there  were  some  tragic 
accidents  involving  these  cruise  line  ships. 

I  must  say  over  recent  years  there  has  been  substantial  improve- 
ment. The  Coast  Guard,  and  we  think  largely  inspired  by  pressure 
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from  the  Safety  Board  over  the  last  few  years,  has  gone  to  the 
International  Maritime  Organization  and  brought  about  some  very 
positive  changes  in  passenger  safety  requirements. 

There  are  still  problems  in  firefighting,  in  language  as  you  were 
pointing  out,  Mr.  Coleman,  these  crews  are  international  crews, 
they  very  seldom  speak  the  same  language,  so  in  an  emergency  sit- 
uation that  is  an  important  aspect.  The  major  cruise  lines,  I  be- 
lieve, are  doing  a  very  responsible  job.  There  are  some  that  are  on 
the  margin  that  we  csinnot  be  so  sure  about. 

Movement  is  in  the  right  direction  there,  but  I  think  that  that 
still  requires  some  considerable  attention. 

HEAVY  TRUCK  SAFETY 

Trucks,  we  have  talked  about  that  a  little  bit  earlier,  particularly 
in  fatigue  and  braking.  Fatigue  is  a  problem  that  covers  all  modes 
of  transportation.  We  have  looked  into  it  extensively  in  aviation. 
Railroads  have  a  real  problem  with  work  schedules  and  fatigue.  We 
think  it  has  played  a  role  in  several  train  accidents. 

And  so  you  begin  to  go  across  modes  to  look  at  some  of  the  uni- 
versal concerns  that  apply  in  different  areas  and  certainly  work 
scheduling  and  rest  are  two  that  need  all  the  attention  they  can 
get.  And  I  think  they  are  getting  attention  now. 

Once  you  pay  attention  to  it  then  the  difficulty  comes  in  as  to 
what  do  you  do  about  it  in  the  workplace,  because  there  are  some 
very  strong  competing  interests  in  maintaining  it  this  way.  It  is  be- 
tween management  and  unions  and  pay  scales  and  so  on.  So  there 
is  some  compounding  factors  there. 

Recently,  in  trucks,  for  example,  because  of  a  fortuitous  economic 
advantage  to  take  long-distance  loads,  truckloads  on  trains  rather 
than  to  truck  them  over  transcontinental  distances,  we  have  seen 
a  diminution  in  the  long-distance  truck  driving,  and  that  has,  I 
think,  kind  of  a  side  effect  as  a  beneficial  impact  on  truck  safety. 

BUS  SAFETY 

We  have  looked  into  school  buses,  and  buses,  tour  buses,  in  the 
last  year.  And  there  are  some  very  disturbing  things  about  the  tour 
bus  industry,  because  some  of  it  is  just  mom  and  pop  operations, 
very  small.  We  had  one  tragic  case  up  in  New  Jersey  where  the 
owner  of  the  company  was  driving  the  bus,  his  wife  was  on  board 
and  they  were  both  killed  along  with  a  lot  of  passengers  and  the 
bus  was  an  absolute  basket  case.  It  had  not  been  maintained.  The 
brakes  were  in  terrible  shape.  They  had  a  brake  failure  and  lost 
control. 

We  participated  in  some  on-the-side-of-the-road  ad  hoc  examina- 
tions of  bus  braking  systems  and  the  results  were  very  disturbing. 
There  were  large  numbers  of  them  where  the  brakes  were  out  of 
tolerance.  There  is  an  ongoing  debate  in  the  trucking  and  the  bus 
industry  about  who  should  bear  the  burden,  whether  the  manufac- 
turers of  the  brakes  or  the  operators  of  the  vehicles.  We  hope  that 
that  is  going  to  come  to  resolution  and  it  should  make  a  major  dif- 
ference just  in  the  braking  systems  and  their  reliability.  But  that 
is  an  area  of  concern,  particularly  in  tour  buses. 

School  buses,  we  have  done  a  lot  of  work  in  that  area,  and  there 
is  an  ongoing  controversy,  I  suppose  you  could  say,  about  the  use 
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of  seat  belts  in  school  buses.  Our  position  has  been  that  their  use 
is  not  warranted;  that  the  major  problem  in  vehicle  crashes,  in  bus 
crashes,  is  people  being  expelled  from  the  vehicle  and  fatally  in- 
jured. People  who  stay  within  the  vehicle  tend  to  survive  unless 
they  are  in  a  direct  impact  or  crush  area.  But  that  whole  concern 
about  the  numbers  of  exits  on  buses,  we  have  made  some  rec- 
ommendations over  the  years  to  increase  the  number  of  exits  and 
they  have  been  accepted.  But  that  is  going  to  continue  to  be  an 
area  of  concern  to  us. 

PIPELINE  SAFETY 

In  pipelines,  we  talked  about  that  somewhat  earlier.  The 
Brenham  accident  involving  a  salt  dome  near  Brenham,  Texas, 
which  was  only  85  miles  from  where  I  grew  up  and  used  to  live 
and  I  have  friends  down  in  Houston  who  had  their  windows  shat- 
tered from  the  impact  of  that  thing.  These  are  major  concerns,  and 
we  have  got  a  number  of  recommendations  pending  on  pipeline 
safety. 

I  am  sure  I  have  left  something  out,  but  that  is  kind  of  a  general 
overview  of  a  number  of  these  areas. 

MOST  WANTED  LIST 

Mr.  Price.  It  is  a  very  useful  overview.  You  have  highlighted 
most  of  the  items  I  believe  on  your  "Most  Wanted"  list. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Yes. 

Mr.  Price.  Let  me  ask  you  about  that  "Most  Wanted"  list.  You 
updated  it,  I  understand,  less  than  a  year  ago,  in  April  1993.  How 
often  do  you  update  the  list  and  are  there  new  items  on  the  list 
or  items  that  have  been  dropped  that  you  would  like  to  highlight? 

Mr.  VOGT.  Well,  we  dropped  last  year  the  item  for  upper  anchor- 
age adjustable  seat  belts  and  restraint  systems  because  we  found 
that  they  were  being  implemented.  This  is  to  allow  the  upper  an- 
chorage point  to  be  adjusted  up  and  down  on  a  restraint  system. 

We  do  not  have  any  new  items  proposed  right  now  for  the  list. 
We  review  it  at  least  annually,  and  I  don't  know  when  we  are  com- 
ing up  on  our  next  review.  Barry  is  our  guru  on  that. 

Mr.  Sweedler.  Next  month. 

Mr.  VOGT.  Next  month.  So  we  will  be  looking  at  it  again  and  I 
am  hopeful  there  will  be  some  recommendations  to  drop  things  off 
of  it  because  that  means  progress.  But  a  number  of  things  on  there 
have  multiple  aspects  to  them,  and  so  the  fact  they  stay  on  there 
for  a  long  period  of  time  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  progress 
is  not  being  made. 

Mr.  Price.  But,  within  a  month  you  will  have  a 

Mr.  VOGT.  We  will  review  it  again. 

Mr.  Price.  You  will  have  the  new  list  available.  We  have  had  an- 
other vote  called.  I  had  some  questions,  particularly  about  youth 
drinking  and  driving.  We  will  submit  those  for  the  record,  along 
with  a  number  of  other  questions. 

We  appreciate  your  being  here  today.  You  are,  as  always,  forth- 
coming and  responsive  to  our  questions.  We  are  grateful  for  the 
work  that  you  do.  We  will  have  some  other  questions  for  the  record 
and,  with  that,  we  will  adjourn  the  hearing.  Thank  you  for  your 
presence  today. 
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Mr.  VOGT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Price  and  Mr.  Coleman. 
Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you. 

TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  TARGETS 

Mr.  Price.  Secretary  Pena  has  testified  recently  that  safety  is 
the  single  most  important  job  for  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation. Yet,  the  General  Accounting  Office  has  concluded  the  DOT 
lacks  the  data  to  properly  assess  its  total  investment  in  safety,  and 
that  the  Department  does  not  know  the  total  public  and  private  in- 
vestment in  safety. 

Does  the  Department  have  the  appropriate  tools  to  identify  tar- 
gets of  opportunity  where  additional  resources  devoted  to  improv- 
ing transportation  are  likely  to  yield  the  greatest  payoffs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Identification  of  significant  transportation  safety  issues  and  potential  safety  coun- 
termeasxires,  and  the  Department  of  Transportation's  leadership  in  this  area,  is  a 
vital  concern  of  the  Safety  Board. 

Lack  of  cooperation  and  coordination  between  government  and  industry,  between 
various  federal  agencies,  and  even  between  DOT's  modal  administrations  has  some- 
times constrained  the  availability  of  accident  and  exposvire  data,  the  identification 
of  viable  transportation  safety  targets,  and  the  design  of  appropriate  safety  efforts. 
Efforts  by  the  DOT  in  the  last  few  years  have,  however,  resvilted  in  improved  com- 
munication and  cooperation  in  several  areas.  Establishment  of  the  Federal  Inter- 
agency Transportation  Statistics  Committee  (FITSC)  in  1990  has  provided  for  the 
exchange  of  information  among  DOT  modal  administrations  and  other  federal  agen- 
cies (including  the  Safety  Board),  although  the  Board  is  concerned  that  safety  issues 
have  not  been  placed  high  on  the  agenda  of  the  FITSC. 

The  creation  of  the  Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics  under  the  Intermodal  Siir- 
face  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  (ISTEA)  also  represents  a  recent  development 
that  should  facilitate  transportation  data  collection  and  planning,  including  a  focus 
on  safety  issues.  Again,  the  Board  is  concerned  that  transportation  safety  receives 
appropriate  priority  within  the  Biu^au. 

Mr.  Price.  How  can  we  better  evaluate  what  the  highest  prior- 
ities for  additional  resources  for  safety  improvements  should  be? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  factors  involved  in  evaluating  the  placement  of  resources  for  transportation 
safety  improvements  are:  Lives  saved;  injuries  prevented  or  reduced  in  severity;  and 
property  damage  prevented  or  reduced  in  severity. 

In  evaluating  priorities  for  additional  resources  for  transportation  safety  improve- 
ments, each  of  these  areas  must  be  considered.  The  test  comes  in  insuring  that  the 
data  exists  to  determine  which  transportation  safety  issues  lives  lost,  injuries 
caused,  and  property  damage  caused.  The  Board  has  recommended  that  various 
data  be  collected  to  give  regulatory  agencies  better  tools  with  which  to  determine 
how  these  3  areas  wiU  be  effected  by  the  application  of  a  proposed  enhancement. 

INTERMODAL  SAFETY  ISSUES 

Mr.  Price.  In  testimony  before  the  Public  Works  Subcommittee 
on  Oversight,  Dr.  Lauber  of  the  Safety  Board  testified  that  "coordi- 
nation and  exchange  of  information  among  the  modal  administra- 
tions in  the  past  has  been  somewhat  sporadic  and  in  some  in- 
stances nonexistent"  and  that  "there  are  safety  issues  common  to 
all  transportation  modes  that  warrant  a  coordinated  and  consistent 
approach  to  their  resolution." 

Would  you  give  us  some  examples  of  where  the  DOT  has  made 
progress  on  intermodal  coordination,  and  some  examples  of  where 
the  coordination  has  stalled? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  is  addressing  several  safety  issues  from 
an  intermodal  approach  including  operator  fatigue,  drug  and  alcohol  testing,  grade 
crossing  safety,  and  the  collection  and  analysis  of  accident-related  data.  For  exam- 
ple, in  the  fatigue  area,  DOT  has  established  a  Hiunan  Factors  Coordinating  Com- 
mittee, with  representatives  from  all  the  modal  administrations,  to  coordinate  and 
communicate  on  research  efforts.  The  DOT  has  recently  established  an  interagency 
committee  to  examine  the  issues  of  highway/rail  grade  crossing  safety.  Further,  ef- 
forts by  the  DOT  in  the  last  two  to  three  years  have  resulted  in  several  steps  to 
encourage  intermodal  discussions  of  data  requirements  and  data  uses. 

RECOMMENDATION  ACCEPTANCE  RATE 

Mr.  Price.  Is  the  Safety  Board  satisfied  with  the  acceptance  rate 
of  its  recommendations  in  the  various  modal  administrations  with- 
in DOT?  Which  modes  need  to  do  a  better  job? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Safety  Board  is  satisfied  with  the  progress  being  made  in  working 
with  the  nnodal  adnninistrations  in  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  to 
bring  about  a  greater  level  of  acceptance  of  our  safety  recommendations.  It 
has  been  a  continuing  goal  of  the  Board  to  increase  both  the  "Acceptance  Rate" 
and  the  "Rate  of  Acceptance"  measurements  of  effectiveness. 

These  two  effectiveness  measures  were  developed  in  the  early  1 980s 
and  are  defined  as: 


Acceptance  Rate 
(expressed  as  %) 


Sum  of  all  "Acceptable"  Recommendations 
(Open  &  Closed) 

All  Issued  -  (sum  of  non-category 
status  recommendations) 


"Non-category"  recommendations  are  those  listed  as  "Awaiting  Response," 
"Response  Received,"  "No  Longer  Applicable,"  "Reconsidered,"  and 
"Superseded." 


Rate  of  Acceptance 
(expressed  as  %) 


=     Sum  of  all  closed  "acceptable" 


Sum  of  all  closed 


It  has  been  the  Board's  experience  that  both  the  Coast  Guard  and  the 
Federal  Railroad  Administration  do  not  provide  the  same  level  of  commitment 
to  responding  to  our  recommendations  as  do  the  other  administrations  in  DOT. 
However,  we  are  pleased  at  the  willingness  of  these  two  agencies  to  work  with 
us  over  the  past  five  or  so  years  to  correct  this  situation. 
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COAST  GUARD  RECOMMENDATION  ACCEPTANCE  RATE 

Mr.  Price.  In  the  past  few  years,  the  Coast  Guard  has  had  one 
of  the  lower  acceptance  rates  of  NTSB  recommendations  of  all  the 
DOT  modal  administrations,  about  75  percent.  A  recent  Inspector 
General  audit  of  the  modal  administrations'  response  time  for  Safe- 
ty Board  recommendations  found  that  the  Coast  Guard  takes  an 
average  of  six  months  to  respond  to  Safety  Board  findings  and  that 
figure  is  getting  worse,  not  better.  By  comparison,  it  takes  the 
FHWA  about  three  months,  FAA  about  two  months,  and  RSPA  less 
than  two  months.  Why  does  the  Coast  Guard  appear  to  have  con- 
tinuing problems  responding  to  and  accepting  your  recommenda- 
tions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  found  that  the  Coast  Guard  tends  to  refrain  from  responding  to  any  rec- 
ommendation package  involving  an  accident  in  which  there  is  litigation  pending. 
Even  if  only  one  in  a  number  of  recommendations  involves  possible  Coast  Guard  liti- 
gation, the  Coast  Guard  holds  back  the  entire  package.  Further,  the  Coast  Guard 
is  second  only  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  in  the  number  of  safety 
recommendations  received  from  the  Safety  Board;  yet  they  have  not  had  the  institu- 
tionalized administrative  procedures  that  the  FAA  (and  other  Department  of  Trans- 
portation administrations)  have  developed  over  the  years. 

However,  we  have  worked  closely  with  the  Coast  Guard  in  the  last  foxu*  years  and 
our  statistics  show  that  their  timeliness  is  improving. 

UNACCEPTABLE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  stated  last  year  the  FAA  and  the 
Coast  Guard  had  the  highest  number  of  recommendations  classi- 
fied as  "Closed  Unacceptable  Action"  for  recommendations  issued 
since  January  1987.  Generally,  what  are  the  reasons  the  Safety 
Board  would  close  a  recommendation  if  the  agency's  response  is  un- 
acceptable? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  procedures  for  evaluating  the  status  of 
a  recommendation  includes  provision  for  closing  a  recommendation  as  "Unaccept- 
able Action."  The  Board  does  not  take  this  type  of  action  lightly.  Only  16.6  percent 
of  our  closed  recommendations  carry  this  status. 

If  an  addressee  responds  to  the  recommendation  telling  the  Board  that  they  dis- 
agree with  the  recommended  action,  we  will  go  back  at  least  one  time  restating  the 
Board's  position  and  include  any  further  evidence  or  data  developed  to  support  the 
position  of  the  recommendation.  If  a  second  response  comes  back  declining  to  imple- 
ment the  recommendation,  and  if  the  Board  does  not  have  any  fvulher  evidence  or 
data  to  increase  the  support  for  the  recommended  action,  we  will  generally  place 
the  recommendation  in  a  "Closed — Unacceptable  Action"  status. 

The  Board  does  hold  some  recommendations  as  "Open — Unacceptable  Response" 
even  after  a  second  negative  response  if  a  new  accident  has  occurred  which  appears 
to  have  a  similar  issue  involved,  or  if  a  safety  study  is  underway  which  contains 
the  issue,  or  if  we  beUeve  that  fturther  evidence  or  data  will  soon  become  available 
to  support  the  position. 

MOBILE,  ALABAMA,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  is  now  well  into  investigating  the 
Amtrak  accident  in  Mobile,  Alabama,  that  claimed  47  lives.  Would 
you  update  us  on  the  status  of  your  investigation  and  what  you 
learned  at  the  three  days  of  public  hearings  you  held  on  the  acci- 
dent? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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About  2.53  a.m.  (CDT),  on  September  22,  1993,  Amtrak  train  No.  2  (the  Sunset 
Limited)  consisting  of  three  locomotive  units  and  eight  passenger  cars  derailed  into 
Big  Bayou  Canot  about  10  miles  north  of  the  Mobile,  Alabama  passenger  station. 
The  train  was  traveling  about  72  miles  per  hour  when  it  derailed. 

To  date,  the  Safety  Board's  investigation  has  revealed  that  the  tugboat 
MAUVILLA  with  her  tow  of  six  barges,  had  mistakenly  entered  the  Big  Bayou 
Canot,  and  in  heavy  fog  conditions,  struck  the  railroad  bridge  just  minutes  prior  to 
the  arrival  of  the  Sunset  Limited.  We  have  established  by  laboratory  examination 
that  the  damage  to  the  bridge,  pier,  and  bridge  span  girder  is  consistent  with  the 
damage  on  the  port  and  center  lead  barges  in  the  MAUVILLA'S  tow.  The  resultant 
contact  between  the  barges  and  the  bridge  shifted  the  track  sufficiently  to  cause  the 
lead  locomotive  to  strike  the  east  girder  of  the  through  girder  span,  leading  to  the 
derailment  of  the  Sunset  Limited. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  investigators  have  completed  their 
fact-finding  activities,  and  the  report  is  being  written. 

The  hearing  was  effectively  used  by  the  Safety  Board  investigators  to  complete 
the  record  so  that  all  information  needed  to  analyze  and  support  the  safety  issues 
in  the  final  report  is  available.  The  hearing  also  served  the  purpose  of  disseminating 
ail  cvurently  known  factual  data  to  the  parties  to  the  investigation,  as  well  as  to 
the  public. 

MOBILE,  ALABAMA,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  What  can  you  tell  us  about  the  condition  of  the  bridge 
over  the  Bayou  Canot  and  whether  the  CSX  Corporation  and  the 
Federal  Railroad  Administration  had  taken  appropriate  steps  be- 
fore the  accident  to  ensure  the  bridge's  safety? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Bridge  engineers  for  CSXT  have  rated  the  bridge  at  an  E-74  (Coopers  Bridge  Rat- 
ing), and  consider  the  bridge  capable  of  carrying  the  current  railroad  traffic.  CSXT 
inspectors  conducted  an  annual  bridge  inspection  on  February  10,  1993,  about  seven 
months  before  the  accident. 

To  ensvu-e  the  safty  of  the  equipment  using  the  bridge,  the  CSXT  conducts  annual 
inspections  of  the  superstructure  and  portions  of  the  substructiu-e  that  are  above 
water;  and  underwater  inspections  are  conducted  at  five  year  intervals  for  the  por- 
tion of  the  substructiire  below  the  water.  CSXT  track  and  signal  inspections  were 
performed  as  required  by  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  regulations.  Other 
than  bridge  worker  safety  standards,  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  does  not 
have  standards  for  bridge  inspection. 

barge/bridge  collisions 

Mr.  Price.  We  increasingly  hear  about  barge  collisions  with 
bridges.  In  January  of  this  year,  a  potential  disaster  was  averted 
in  Amelia,  Louisiana,  when  a  bridge  tender  notified  authorities  a 
barge  had  hit  his  bridge  just  minutes  before  an  Amtrak  train  was 
due  to  pass  over  it.  These  recent  accidents  have  called  into  ques- 
tion the  overall  safety  record  of  the  inland  towing  industry. 

How  frequent  are  barge  bridge  collisions?  What  is  the  magnitude 
and  nature  of  the  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Information  developed  during  the  investigation  of  the  Mobile  accident 
indicates  that  bridge/barge  accidents  are  far  more  common  than  originally 
thought.  Many  bridge/barge  collisions  continue  to  go  unreported.  A  collision 
between  a  barge  and  a  bridge  is  an  accident  in  itself.  It  is  only  when  the  initial 
accident  causes  a  secondary  accident  such  as  the  case  in  Mobile,  Alabama, 
that  significant  attention  is  paid  to  the  problem. 

Over  the  years  there  have  been  many  collisions  of  barges  with  bridges; 
however,  most  of  these  accidents  have  not  resulted  in  loss  of  life.  However, 
the  Safety  Board  has  been  concerned  that  the  potential  for  high  loss  of  life  is 
always  present  in  this  type  of  accident. 

The  Safety  Board  has  investigated  several  bridge  accidents  involving 
barge  collisions  as  listed  below. 

In  April  1978,  the  Motor  Vessel  STUD  rammed  the  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad  Bridge  over  the  Atchafalaya  River  in  Berwick  Bay,  Louisiana,  which  has 
the  dubious  distinction  of  being  the  most  frequently  struck  bridge  in  the  nation. 
This  accident  caused  about  $1.4  million  in  damages  to  the  railroad,  but 
fortunately  did  not  result  in  any  deaths  or  injuries. 

In  April  1983  and  again  in  April  1984,  the  Poplar  Street  Bridge  in  St. 
Louis,  Missouri,  was  struck  by  tows  causing  about  $9  million  in  damages  in 
1983  and  almost  $3.3  million  in  damages  in  1984.  There  were  no  serious 
injuries  or  deaths  in  either  accident. 

In  May  1993,  the  Motor  Vessel  CHRIS  pushing  one  barge  struck  the 
Judge  Seeber  Bridge  in  New  Orleans,  Louisiana.  The  ramming  resulted  in  the 
collapse  of  two  spans  (a  145-foot  section  of  the  bridge  deck)  and  a  two- 
column  bent  (support  structure)  onto  the  barge  and  into  the  New  Orleans  Inner 
Harbor  Navigation  Canal.  Two  automobiles  containing  three  persons  crossing 
the  bridge  at  the  time  of  the  ramming,  also  fell  with  the  four-lane  bridge  deck 
resulting  on  one  death  and  critical  injuries  to  two  persons.  As  a  further  result 
of  the  accident,  the  canal  was  closed  to  navigation  traffic  for  approximately  30 
hours  causing  a  65-hour  delay  for  canal  traffic  and  the  bridge  was  closed  to 
vehicle  traffic  for  two  months.  Although  the  barge  suffered  only  minor  damage 
in  the  accident,  the  damage  to  the  bridge  was  estimated  at  $1.5  million. 

In  addition,  the  Board  has  investigated  many  accidents  involving  the 
breaking  away  of  barges  from  their  moorings.  These  barges  then  drifted 
downstream  and  collided  with  structures  and  vessels  downstream.  Most 
notable  was  the  December  1982  breakaway  of  38  barges  from  their  moorings 
in  the  Arkansas  River.  There  were  no  deaths  or  injuries  in  this  accident  but  a 
State  highway  bridge,  and  a  grain  dock  were  rammed  and  1 6  barges  lodged  up 
against  Dam  No.  2  of  the  McClellan-Kerr  Arkansas  River  Navigation  System, 
endangering  the  integrity  of  the  entire  navigation  system.  Property  damage 
and  salvage  costs  were  estimated  at  over  $12  million. 
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BARGE  AND  TOWING  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Price.  According  to  media  reports,  the  inland  towing  indus- 
try has  been  described  as  "largely  a  self-regulated  industry"  upon 
which  the  Coast  Guard  has  relied  to  police  itself.  In  fact,  one 
unnamed  official  is  quoted  as  saying  "The  Coast  Guard  has  been 
co-opted  by  the  industry".  It  appears  that  some  very  basic  require- 
ments that  affect  safety,  for  example,  requirements  that  towboats 
have  radar,  charts  or  some  basic  navigational  equipment;  that  pi- 
lots are  familiar  with  that  equipment  and  river  conditions;  and 
that  tow  pilots  can  actually  run  a  towboat  or  large  ship  are  mini- 
mal rules  the  government  should  insist  on.  What  Coast  Guard  reg- 
ulations and  procedures  need  to  be  improved  to  prevent  there  acci- 
dents? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  feels  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  reactive  in  its  oversight 
of  the  barge  and  towing  industry. 

Since  the  passage  of  the  Towing  Vessel  Operator  Licensing  Act  (OPA)  of  1972,  the 
requirements  for  operators  have  not  changed  to  any  appreciable  extent.  There  has 
not  been  any  changes  in  licensing  requirements,  although  towboats  can  move  large 
quantities  of  bulk  oil  and  hazardous  materials  using  operators  with  minimum  skill 
levels.  It  is  only  through  the  operation  and  training  of  conscientious  companies  that 
have  raised  the  level  of  qualifications  of  its  licensed  personnel. 

In  the  preamble  to  the  towboat  operator  licensing  regulations  printed  in  the  Fed- 
eral Register  of  March  2,  1973,  the  Coast  Guard  promised  to  write  a  program  "to 
provide  an  input  to  the  computerized  casualty  information  and  analyze  files  that 
will  accumulate,  identify,  and  store  any  reference  to  a  towboat  casualty  involving 
personal  error  .  .  ."  The  Safety  Board  feels  that  after  30  years  the  Coast  Guard 
should  be  able  to  increase  the  training  and  license  examination  levels  of  operator 
applicants.  Areas  of  operation  endorsed  on  licenses  should  be  more  restricted,  not 
just  a  blanket  route;  i.e.  Western  Rivers,  Inland  waters,  or  the  Great  Lakes. 

In  the  area  of  equipment,  no  changes  have  been  made.  A  towboat  is  only  required 
to  have  a  radio  for  bridge-to-bridge  navigation  information  exhanges.  There  are  no 
requirements  for  any  navigation  equipment,  such  as  radar,  nor  any  requirements 
on  training  or  certifying  operators  as  radar  observers,  even  though  virtually  all 
towboats  have  such  equipment.  If  the  operator  of  the  MALTLILLA  had  received  for- 
mal training  in  radar,  as  is  required  for  inspected  vessels  of  300  gross  tons  or  more, 
and  radar  equipped,  the  operator  may  have  recognized  his  error  entering  the  Big 
Bayou  Canot.  Licensed  deck  officers  on  all  vessels  fitted  with  radar  should  be  re- 
quired to  have  a  radar  observer  endorsement. 

BARGE  ACCIDENT  STATISTICS 

Mr.  Price.  It  has  been  reported  that  one  of  the  Nation's  largest 
barge  lines  may  have  been  under-reporting  injury  accidents.  What 
information  do  you  rely  on  to  assess  inland  navigation  safety.  How 
reliable  are  those  statistics? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Generally,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  receives  reports  of  injuries 
in  conjunction  with  a  major  marine  casualty,  but  not  those  solely  involving  personal 
injury  accidents.  The  reporting  of  personal  injuries  to  maritime  personnel,  if  not 
part  of  a  major  marine  casualty  is  not  necessary  for  the  Board's  work.  In  general, 
the  notifications  we  receive  for  major  marine  accidents  are  reliable.  Safety  Board 
investigations  of  major  marine  accidents  do  review  and  analyze  navigation  safety, 
and  safety  recommendations  are  made  to  correct  problems  discovered. 

DOT  MARINE  SAFETY  PLAN 

Mr.  Price.  The  Secretary  of  Transportation  has  released  an  ac- 
tion plan  to  address  critical  safety  issues,  including  training  and  li- 
censing tow  and  barge  operators,  the  structural  integrity  of  the  Na- 
tion's raili*oad  bridges,   and  the  need  for  new  bridge  protection 
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measures  and  devices  to  warn  trains  of  damaged  railroad  bridges. 
Has  the  Safety  Board  analyzed  this  plan?  If  so,  what  is  your  reac- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  general,  the  Safety  Board  applauds  Secretary  Pena's  actions  in  response  to  the 
Mobile,  Alabama,  Armtrak  derailment.  The  Safety  Board  has  developed  many  of  the 
same  issues  in  our  investigation  and  we  will  comment  on  the  Secretar^s  actions  as 
part  of  the  Mobile  accident  report.  The  Safety  Board's  concern  is  that  the  Depart- 
ment of  Transportation  follow  through  in  the  areas  where  they  find  deficiencies  and 
make  the  changes  in  the  regulations  and  oversight  authority  as  quickly  as  possible 
to  protect  the  pubUc  from  futvu-e  bridge  accidents. 

RAILROAD  BRIDGE  WARNING  LIGHTS 

Mr.  Price.  The  Coast  Guard  has  requested  that  CSX,  the  owner 
of  the  bridge  struck  in  the  Mobile,  Alabama,  Amtrak  accident,  in- 
stall warning  lights  on  the  bridge,  which  spans  the  Bayou  Canot, 
a  nonnavigable  waterway.  Should  all  bridges  over  nonnavigable 
waterways  that  are  accessible  to  commercial  transportation  be  re- 
quired to  have  lights  or  other  devices  to  notify  vessels  in  the  water- 
way that  bridges  are  present? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  need  for  warning  lights  on  bridges  should  be  based  on  an  individual  assess- 
ment of  the  relative  risk  the  water  way  traffic  poses  to  a  specific  bridge.  It  is  impor- 
tant to  provide  both  adequate  and  appropriate  protection  to  those  bridges  at  risk 
based  on  such  an  assessment.  In  some  cases,  the  assessments  could  show  that  the 
appropriate  response  would  be  to  add  lights,  whereas  in  other  cases  the  appropriate 
response  could  be  very  different  action. 

RAILROAD  BRIDGE  SENSORS 

Mr.  Price.  In  1980,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  sensors 
be  placed  on  railroad  bridges  to  alert  trains  to  bridge  damage.  Does 
the  Safety  Board  still  recommend  this  action?  Would  that  have  pre- 
vented the  Amtrak  accident  in  Mobile? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  response  to  the  Mobile,  Alabama,  accident,  dozens  of  manufacturers  and  inven- 
tors have  announced  systems  designed  to  detect  bridge  misalignment.  The  systems 
are  based  on  a  variety  of  technologies,  including  laser  beams,  smart  tie  plates,  trip 
wires,  strain  gauges,  and  accelerometers  to  name  just  a  few.  At  this  time  there  is 
no  one  "state  of  the  art"  system. 

This  is  an  issue  that  will  be  further  explored  in  the  Board's  final  report  of  the 
accident. 

AUTOMOATIC  BRIDGE  DETECTION  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Price.  What  information  do  you  have  on  the  availability,  re- 
liability, and  cost  of  automatic  detection  systems  that  could  identify 
misalignment  or  other  structural  damage  to  railroad  bridges? 

[The  information  follows:] 

At  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  public  hearing  regarding  the  de- 
railment near  Saraland,  Alabama,  of  Amtrak  train  2,  the  Sunset  Limited,  testimony 
was  presented  describing  two  possible  systems  that  would  identify  misalignment  or 
other  structural  bridge  damage. 

One  system  was  discussed  by  a  representative  from  the  Advanced  Technology 
Group  of  Union  Switch  and  Signal.  As  described,  the  system  would  employ  fiberoptic 
technology  and  strain  gages  to  detect  motion.  According  to  the  witness,  the  system's 
development  is  several  years  away,  and  its  estimated  cost  would  be  between  $20,000 
to  $30,000  per  bridge. 

A  second  method  discussed  was  a  slide  detection  fence  system.  A  sUde  detection 
fence  system  has  been  used  for  many  years  in  the  railroad  industry  to  warn  train 
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operators  of  track  misalignment  or  blockages.  It  works  basically  on  the  principle  of 
a  "trip  wire,"  either  elongating  or  breaking,  which  in  turn  causes  a  signal  to  be 
transmitted  to  the  train  dispatcher  or  directly  to  the  Wayside  track  signal  system 
to  stop  train  movements  when  the  track  has  been  either  blocked  or  misaligned  as 
a  result  of  a  rock  and/or  mud  sUdes,  or  washout. 

The  Safety  Board  is  aware  of  another  device  which,  according  to  the  manufacture, 
detects  structxiral,  ground  or  machine  movements  through  the  use  of  high  precision 
electrolytic  tilt  transducers  as  the  internal  sensing  element.  The  manufacturer  indi- 
cated the  device  could  be  modified  for  bridges  either  to  monitor  individual  spans  or 
the  entire  structure.  Costs  of  the  system  would  be  dependent  on  the  number  of 
bridges,  spans,  parameters,  and  quantity.  The  unmodified  units  have  a  cost  of 
$1,100  to  $2,500  plus  installation. 

AUTOMATIC  BRIDGE  DETECTION  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Price.  I  understand  that  some  experts  have  testified  that  ex- 
isting fiber-optic  technology  could  be  applied  in  less  than  two  years 
at  a  cost  of  $20,000  to  $30,000  per  bridge.  Is  that  assessment  accu- 
rate? Are  these  devices  in  use  today? 

[The  information  follows:] 

At  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  public  hearing  regarding  the  de- 
railment near  Saraland,  Alabama,  of  Amtrak  train  2,  the  Sunset  Limited,  testimony 
was  presented  describing  two  possible  systems  that  would  identify  misalignment  or 
other  structural  bridge  damage. 

One  system  was  discussed  by  a  representative  from  the  Advanced  Technology 
Group  of  Union  Switch  and  Signal.  As  described,  the  system  would  employ  fiberoptic 
technology  and  strain  gages  to  detect  motion.  According  to  the  witness,  the  system's 
development  is  several  years  away,  and  its  estimated  cost  would  be  between  $20,000 
to  $30,000  per  bridge. 

The  Board  is  not  aware  of  any  fiber-optic  device  that  has  actually  been  tested, 
developed  or  installed  to  detect  and  monitor  bridge  misalignments. 

NEW  ORLEANS  HIGHWAY  BRIDGE  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  In  another  barge-related  incident,  the  Safety  Board 
conducted  hearings  in  October  1993  on  the  collapse  of  the  Judge 
Seeber  Bridge,  a  highway  bridge  in  New  Orleans,  after  a  barge  hit 
it.  What  issues  did  you  explore  at  the  public  hearings?  What  infor- 
mation was  gained  that  might  prevent  similar  accidents? 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  the  public  hearing  concerning  the  collapse  of  the  Judge  Seeber  Bridge,  the 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board  explored  the  issues  of  pier  protection  for 
bridges  in  navigable  waterways,  and  wdnerability  assessments  for  these  bridges. 
The  Safety  Board  learned  that  a  methodology  for  colHsion  vulnerability  assessments 
for  highway  bridges  in  navigable  waters  is  in  place  for  newly  constructed  bridges. 
However,  no  such  vulnerability  assessment  is  cvurently  applied  to  existing  bridges. 
This  important  issue  vnll  be  explored  in  our  final  report  on  the  Judge  Seeber  Bridge 
collapse,  scheduled  to  be  completed  during  the  summer  of  1994. 

FT.  LAUDERDALE  GRADE  CROSSING  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  1993  was  a  year  in  which  we  saw  a  spate  of  deadly 
highway-rail  grade  crossing  accidents.  You  recently  completed  in- 
vestigating the  grade  crossing  accident  in  Ft.  Lauderdale  where  an 
Amtrak  train  struck  a  loaded  gasoline  tank  truck  that  was  stalled 
on  the  track.  What  did  you  learn  in  your  investigation.  What  was 
the  cause  of  the  accident? 

[The  information  follows:] 

About  3:13  jp.m.,  Wednesday,  March  17,  1993,  an  Amerada  Hess  tractor- 
semitrailer  hauling  gasoline  was  struck  by  National  Railroad  Passenger  Corporation 
(Amtrak)  train  91.  The  truckdriver  was  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad/highway 
grade  crossing  on  Cypress  Creek  Road  in  Fort  Lauderdale,  Florida.  Traffic  in  the 
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area  of  the  crossing  was  congested  because  the  left  and  center  lanes  were  closed  for 
road  work  just  over  the  crossing.  Traffic  was  being  channeled  into  the  right  lane 
and  later  shifted  into  a  right-turn  lane.  The  truck,  which  was  loaded  with  8,500  gal- 
lons of  gasoline,  was  punctured  when  it  was  struck.  A  fire  erupted,  engulfing  the 
truck  and  nine  other  vehicles.  The  fire  killed  the  truckdriver  and  five  occupants  of 
three  stopped  vehicles. 

Safety  issues  discussed  in  the  Board's  final  report  were  the  performance  of  the 
truckdriver  and  traffic  control  in  work  zones  near  railroad/highway  grade  crossings. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable  cause  of 
the  accident  was  the  inadequacy  of  the  precautions  taken  by  the  Broward  County 
project  manager,  the  design  engineer,  and  the  contractor,  which  resulted  in  traffic 
congestion  at  the  railroad/highway  grade  crossing,  and  the  truckdriver's  decision  to 
cross  the  railroad  track  even  though  the  warning  system  had  been  activated. 

DOT  GRADE  CROSSING  ACTION  PLAN 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year,  you  told  us  that  the  area  of  grade  crossings 
would  be  a  high  priority  for  the  Safety  Board.  Have  you  reviewed 
Secretary  Peiia's  action  plan  for  enhancing  Federal  safety  efforts 
related  to  highway-rail  grade  crossings  and,  if  so,  is  the  Depart- 
ment taking  the  necessary  steps  to  address  this  issue? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  grade  crossing  safety  initiatives  announced  by  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation will  reinvigorate  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration's  (FRA)  grade  crossing 
safety  program.  Each  year  nearly  600  people  are  killed  in  train/motor  vehicle  colli- 
sions and  actions  by  the  FRA  to  reduce  the  number  of  grade  crossings  (crossing  clo- 
sure), improve  warning  systems,  provide  better  passive  signing,  and  increase  public 
education  and  awareness  are  Ukely  to  reduce  the  number  of  accidents  and  fatalities. 

However,  we  also  believe  that  the  FRA  program  is  challenging,  and  its  ultimate 
success  will  require  the  coordinated  efforts  of  a  wide  variety  of  agencies,  organiza- 
tions and  entities. 

GRADE  CROSSING  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  Public  education  activities,  such  as  Operation  Life- 
saver,  do  not  appear  to  be  sufficient  to  deter  individuals  who  are 
more  likely  to  ignore  grade  crossing  warnings  and  evade  grade  sep- 
arations. Experience  in  other  areas,  such  as  seat  belt  safety,  has 
shown  that  public  education  is  effective  only  with  some  groups  of 
people.  Aggressive  law  enforcement  is  key  to  changing  behavior 
among  hard-to-reach  individuals.  The  same  may  be  true  for  grade 
crossing  accidents. 

What  should  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  and  the  Fed- 
eral Highway  Administration  be  doing  to  promote  tough  enforce- 
ment of  traffic  laws  at  grade  crossings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  recommended  that  several  actions  be  undertaken,  including: 
improved  signage  at  passive  warning  locations  (locations  where  there  are  no  active 
warning  devices,  i.e.  flashing  lights  or  gates);  application  of  reflectorized  materials 
to  railroad  rolling  stock;  required  removal  of  obstacles  at  the  four  quadrants  at  pas- 
sive grade  crossing  locations  so  that  motor  vehicle  operators  can  make  decisions 
about  safely  crossing;  and  improved  educational  programs  such  as  Operation  Life- 
saver,  the  national  voluntary  grade  crossing  safety  program.  Many  of  these  improve- 
ments could  be  accelerated  by  government  action. 

SENATE  GRADE  CROSSING  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Price.  Senator  Exon  has  proposed  legislation  to  make  it  ille- 
gal for  truck  drivers  to  begin  crossing  railroad  tracks  if  they  do  not 
have  room  on  the  other  side  to  completely  leave  the  track.  What 
do  you  think  of  this  approach? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  not  adopted  a  position  on  this  spe- 
cific issue;  however,  accident  investigations  have  shown  that  most  grade  crossing 
truck  coUisions  result  from  truckdriver  performance  issues  not  related  to  the  clear 
zone  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  tracks.  The  Federal  Motor  Carrier  Safety  Regula- 
tions currently  contain  requirements  for  truck  drivers  to  stop  or  slow  at  railroad 
grade  crossings.  CFR  49  §392.10  states: 

".  .  .  shall  not  cross  a  railroad  track  of  tracks  at  grade  unless  he  first;  Stops  the 
vehicle  within  15  feet  of,  and  not  closer  than  15  feet  to,  the  tracks;  thereafter  listens 
and  looks  in  each  direction  along  the  tracks  for  an  approaching  train;  and  ascertains 
that  no  train  is  approaching.  When  it  is  safe  to  do  so,  the  driver  may  drive  the  vehi- 
cle across  the  tracks  in  a  gear  that  permits  the  vehicle  to  complete  the  crossing 
without  a  change  of  gears." 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  this  regulation  does  not  specifically  address  a  pro- 
hibition for  all  truck  drivers  from  crossing  railroad  tracks  if  they  do  not  have  room 
on  the  other  side  to  completely  clear  the  track. 

FLORIDA  GRADE  CROSSING  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  It  has  been  reported  that  the  number  of  grade  cross- 
ing accidents  in  Florida  has  declined  significantly  since  some  mu- 
nicipalities have  increased  fines  for  driving  around  gates  from  $47 
to  $1,500.  Has  the  Safety  Board  taken  a  look  at  this  issue?  Are 
there  roles  for  the  FRA  and  FHWA  to  promote  stiffer  State  and 
local  penalties  for  grade  crossing  violations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  reviewed  data  from  the  FRA  grade  crossing  database  and 
did  not  observe  a  notable  change  in  the  number  of  Florida  drivers  who  are  involved 
in  grade  crossing  accidents  afl«r  driving  around  or  through  crossing  gates.  Enforce- 
ment is  an  important  component  of  a  comprehensive  grade  crossing  safety  initiative, 
but  it  is  only  one  component.  The  Safety  Board  would  not  encourage  enforcement 
initiatives  at  the  expense  of  educational  programs  and  programs  that  promote  cross- 
ing closure  and  improvements  to  existing  crossings.  Enforcement  initiatives  only 
reach  those  drivers  who  break  the  law  and  are  caught.  Educational  initiatives,  on 
the  other  hand,  have  the  potential  to  reach  a  much  larger  audience.  The  Board's 
new  study  of  grade  crossing  safety  is  expected  to  lead  to  safety  recommendations 
that  will  suggest  improvements  to  FRA  and  FHWA  safety  programs. 

GRADE  CROSSING  SAFETY  TECHNOLOGY 

Mr,  Price.  Last  year,  we  talked  about  the  reliability  of  current 
grade  crossing  technology  and  the  potential  application  of  IVHS 
technology.  Has  the  Safety  Board  examined  using  new  technology 
to  prevent  grade  crossing  accidents? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  plans  to  initiate  a  safety  study  on  grade  crossing  safety.  New 
technologies  will  be  examined  as  possible  solutions  to  some  of  the  grade  crossing 
safety  problems;  IVHS  may  be  one  of  those  solutions. 

RECREATIONAL  BOATING  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  In  1992  recreational  boating  accidents  were  the  third 
largest  cause  of  transportation  fatalities.  Last  year,  the  Safety 
Board  issued  a  safety  study  on  recreational  boating  that  rec- 
ommended States  adopt  more  comprehensive  laws,  including  laws 
requiring  children  to  wear  life  jackets,  and  more  training  for  boat 
operators. 

The  Administration  is  recommending  no  additional  funding  in 
fiscal  year  1995  for  the  Coast  Guard's  boating  safety  State  grant 
program.  Do  you  agree  with  the  Department's  budget  recommenda- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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No.  The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  considers  the  recreational  boating 
safety  program  and  the  partnership  exhibited  by  the  States/Federal  government  as 
a  safety  program  that  should  be  expanded  not  contracted.  The  Safety  Board  has 
made  a  series  of  important  safety  recommendations  to  the  States,  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard,  the  National  Association  of  State  Boating  Law  Administrators,  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  the  American  Academy  of  Pediatrics  that  will  fiirther  reduce  the 
high  fatality  and  injury  levels  in  this  industry.  A  reduction/elimination  of  funding 
could  result  in  increased  boating  fatalities  and  injvuies  as  State  programs  weaken. 

Mr.  Price.  Are  improvements  in  State  oversight  over  rec- 
reational boating  likely  if  we  remove  the  Federal  subsidy  for  State 
boating  safety  programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No.  There  will  be  a  reduction  of  recreational  boating  safety  oversight.  The  reason 
for  the  boating  safety  program  was  to  provide  a  sound  national  policy  direction  for 
boating  safety,  particularly  since  boating  fatalities  and  injuries  are  high  in  compari- 
son to  other  transportation  modes.  For  example,  one  purpose  of  the  program  was 
to  obtain  more  uniformity  among  the  states  in  recreational  boating  laws,  especially 
in  areas  such  as  alcohol  and  drugs,  wearing  of  personal  flotation  devices,  and  edu- 
cation programs. 

The  termination  by  the  Department  of  this  program  could  be  construed  as  a  re- 
duced level  of  concern  about  recreational  boating  safety. 

RECREATIONAL  BOATING  SAFETY  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Price.  In  the  absence  of  Federal  subsidies  to  improve  State 
boating  safety  programs,  what  other  measures  should  be  consid- 
ered to  improve  State  boating  safety  programs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  legislation  before  the  House  Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
(H.R.  3786)  would  establish  requirements  to  ensure  safe  operation  of  recreational 
vessels,  to  require  allocation  of  State  recreational  boating  safety  assistance  based  on 
State  adoption  of  laws  regarding  boating  while  intoxicated,  and  a  federal  require- 
ment for  children  12  years  and  younger  to  wear  a  personal  flotation  device  when 
the  individual  is  on  the  open  deck  of  a  vessel.  This  legislation  is  consistent  with  the 
intent  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  in  this  area. 

POSITIVE  TRAIN  SEPARATION 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year,  we  witnessed  two  deadly  head-on  train  col- 
lisions: In  Gary,  Indiana,  and  in  Kelso,  Washington.  The  Safety 
Board  has  completed  investigating  the  Gary,  Indiana,  accident  in- 
volving two  commuter  passenger  trains,  and  concluded  that  acci- 
dent might  have  been  avoided  had  some  tjrpe  of  train  control  and 
separation  system  been  in  place.  Positive  train  separation  is  also 
on  the  Safety  Board's  "Most  Wanted  List." 

Is  the  railroad  industry  making  a  serious  effort  to  develop  colli- 
sion avoidance  systems,  and  is  the  Safety  Board  satisfied  with  the 
industry's  pace? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Association  of  American  Railroads  (AAR)  is  leading  the  railroad  industry  ef- 
fort in  the  development  of  a  positive  train  separation  system  that  will  provide  colli- 
sion avoidance.  The  pace  is  slow  because  the  members  of  the  AAR  are  not  all  totally 
committed  to  the  establishment  of  a  collision  avoidance  system.  The  lack  of  a  credi- 
ble economic  analysis  that  contains  the  facts  and  figures  that  will  illustrate  the  pay- 
back that  can  be  expected  from  the  adoption  of  the  technology  may  be  one  reason 
for  their  hesitation. 

ADVANCED  TRAIN  CONTROL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Price.  The  Association  of  American  Railroads  has  indicated 
that  it  cannot  commit  to  a  timetable  for  implementation  of  the  Ad- 
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vanced  Train  Control  System,  a  joint  industry  effort  on  one  type  of 
collision  avoidance  system  because  it  is  "not  an  off  the  shelf  concept 
and  involves  unproven  technology."  Does  the  Safety  Board  agree 
with  this  assessment? 
[The  information  follows:] 

A  firm  timetable  for  positive  train  separation  may  not  be  feasible  considering  the 
present  resistance  within  the  railroad  industry.  A  firm  timetable  for  development 
of  positive  train  separation,  however,  is  the  longterm  objective  of  the  safety  rec- 
ommendation. The  Safety  Board  feels  that  if  a  firm  timetable  cannot  be  developed 
now,  then  the  least  that  can  be  done  in  response  to  the  safety  recommendation  is 
to  identify  the  steps  necessary  to  get  to  the  implementation  of  a  positive  train  sepa- 
ration system.  A  definition  of  the  function  of  a  positive  train  separation  system,  an 
assessment  of  the  technology  and  hardware  currently  available,  possible  government 
funding  for  research  and  development  of  positive  train  separation  system  compo- 
nents, and  a  thorough  cost  benefit  analysis  using  assumptions  that  both  industry 
and  government  can  agree  with  are  all  milestones  on  the  schedule  or  timetable  for 
positive  train  separation. 

RAILROAD  COLLISION  AVOIDANCE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Price.  What  are  feasible  goals  and  timetables  for  the  devel- 
opment of  collision  avoidance  systems  by  the  railroad  industry? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  had  discussions  with  representa- 
tives of  industry  regarding  the  feasibility  of  a  collision  avoidance  system.  The  tech- 
nology for  such  a  system  is  available,  but  time  is  needed  to  adapt  the  technology 
to  the  railroad  environment  and  create  the  software  program  that  will  make  the 
system  operate.  The  Safety  Board  can  not  say  how  long  this  process  may  take  be- 
cause the  scope  of  the  collision  avoidance  system  has  not  been  mlly  defined. 

ADVANCED  TRAIN  CONTROL  SYSTEM  COSTS 

Mr.  Price.  The  railroad  industry  has  indicated  that  the  cost  of 
developing  an  advanced  train  control  system  could  run  into  the  bil- 
lions. I  understand  that  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  has 
also  indicated  to  the  Safety  Board  that  installation  of  traditional 
automatic  train  control  systems  would  be  prohibitively  expensive. 
Do  you  believe  that  the  potential  safety  payoffs  would  justify  the 
high  implementation  costs  that  may  be  associated  with  installing 
anti  collision  systems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  business  benefits  of  a  positive  train  separation 
such  as  increased  track  utilization,  increased  train  efficiency,  better  communication, 
better  control  of  traffic  flow,  etc.  when  added  to  the  safety  benefits  would  justify  a 
positive  train  separation  system. 

The  FRA  has  indeed  said  that  such  a  system  would  cost  billions  of  dollars,  but 
that  figure  is  based  on  installing  positive  train  separation  ever3rwhere.  A  positive 
train  separation  system  may  not  be  the  right  answer  for  every  rail  line  in  the  coun- 
try. Positive  train  separation  should  initially  be  installed  on  high  speed  lines  and 
heavily  traveled  lines  where  the  benefits  in  cost  and  safety  are  the  greatest.  It  could 
then  spread  to  the  other  lines  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

Mr.  Price.  Considering  the  potential  costs  for  the  development  of 
an  automatic  train  control  system,  would  some  form  of  federal  as- 
sistance be  justified  to  jump  start  implementation  of  this  new  tech- 
nology? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  may  be  prematiu-e  to  discuss  direct  federal  development  assistance  until  an 
independent  cost  benefit  analysis  on  the  system  based  on  assumptions  acceptable 
to  the  government,  the  railroads,  and  the  railroad  supply  industry  is  complete.  The 
cost  benefit  analysis  should  include  the  advantages  due  to  increased  operations  effi- 
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ciency,  track  utilization,  and  other  advantages  to  the  railroads  as  well  as  the  cost 
savings  which  would  accrue  from  averting  train  accidents.  Such  an  analysis  could 
be  commissioned  by  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration. 

RAILROAD  COLLISION  AVOIDANCE  SYSTEMS  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Price.  What  should  FRA's  role  be  in  the  research  and  devel- 
opment of  collision  avoidance  systems? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  Federal  Railroad  Ad- 
ministration (FRA)  shovdd  actively  manage  the  development  process.  The  FRA 
should  provide  guidance  to  the  railroad  industry  so  that  features  required  for  safe 
operation  of  trains  are  properly  incorporated.  The  FRA  should  also  ensure  that  the 
system  or  systems  that  are  eventually  installed  on  the  individual  railroads  are  com- 
patible. 

LAKELAND,  FLORIDA,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Would  you  give  us  an  update  on  what  you  have 
learned  thus  far  in  the  January  derailment  of  the  Ringling  Broth- 
ers Circus  train  in  Lakeland,  Florida? 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  the  on-scene  investigation  of  the  January  13,  1994,  Ringling  Brothers  Bar- 
num  &  Bailey  Circus  train  accident,  a  broken  train  wheel  was  found.  The  wheel  is 
undergoing  metallurgical  examination  at  ovir  laboratory  for  such  things  as  stress 
fractures,  internal  defects,  and  overheating.  The  investigation  of  this  accident  con- 
tinues and  the  Safety  Board  plans  to  issue  a  final  report  later  this  year. 

Mr.  Price.  Are  there  specialized  safety  requirements  for  circus 
trains,  especially  considering  that  these  trains  are  actually  the 
homes  of  traveling  circus  employees? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  no  specialized  safety  reqviirements  for  private  passenger  trains  like  the 
Ringling  Brothers  Bamum  and  Bailey  Circus  train  beyond  the  safety  and  equipment 
rules  found  in  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Title  49.  By  the  early  1980s,  Amtrak 
was  the  sole  public  railroad  passenger  service  available  in  the  United  States,  and 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  dropped  most  regulations  governing  railroad 
passenger  equipment. 

The  Association  of  American  Railroads  Manual  of  Standards  and  recommended 
Practices,  Section  A,  Part  III,  Passenger  Car  Requirements,  deals  with  standards 
recognized  by  the  railroad  industry  which  are  necessary  and  desirable  for  inter- 
change of  passenger  cares.  Section  A  of  these  requirements  contains  five  specifica- 
tions, 34  standards,  and  19  recommended  practices. 

RAILROAD  PASSENGER  CAR  INTERIORS 

Mr.  Price.  In  the  past,  the  Safety  Board  has  pressed  Amtrak  and 
FRA  to  improve  rail  passenger  interiors,  and  to  install  baggage  re- 
straints on  trains.  I  understand  that  a  number  of  injuries  in  the 
Ringling  Circus  train  accident  stemmed  from  unsecured  personal 
belongings.  Has  Amtrak  and  the  FRA  made  any  progress  on  this 
front? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Ringling  Brothers  Bamum  and  Bailey  Circus  train  passenger  cars  are  subject 
to  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  regulations  which  do  not  cover  passenger 
car  interiors.  The  Ringling  cars  are  also  used  for  workspace  and  storage  of  supplies. 
The  fatal  injuries  were  produced  by  storage  devices  not  ordinarily  found  in  standard 
passenger  cars.  Securement  of  more  commonly  found  items  such  as  seating,  luggage 
and  food  service  devices  have  been  the  subject  of  several  recommendation  from  the 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB).  FRA  has  refused  to  formulate  safety 
regulations  concerning  these  items.  Hence,  no  regulations  exist  for  the  interiors  pas- 
senger cars. 
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Amtrak  has  modified  existing  eqviipment  in  a  very  responsible  manner  to  Safety 
Board  recommendations.  Food  service  equipment,  luggage  retention  devices  and 
seating  securement  are  recommendation  areas  that  have  been  addressed.  Retrofit 
programs  are  underway  on  existing  equipment  and  all  new  equipment  orders  incor- 
porate NTSB  recommendations. 

The  interiors  of  the  Ringling  cars  are  a  subject  area  of  the  NTSB's  investigation. 

AMTRAK  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  Amtrak  has  experienced  a  rash  of  derailments  last 
year,  although  many  seemed  to  be  caused  by  external  factors.  What 
improvements  have  you  seen  in  Amtrak's  safety  management  and 
oversight  over  the  years,  and  what  additional  improvements  need 
to  be  made  based  on  your  recent  investigative  work? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Amtrak  is  very  receptive  to  the  recommendations  provided  by  the  Safety  Board. 
It  has  improved  the  way  its  trains,  locomotive  engineers  and  new  methods  to  main- 
tain oversight  of  their  employees  and  operations  have  been  established.  Amtrak  has 
also  made  substantial  equipment  changes  to  incorporate  Safety  Board  recommenda- 
tions to  reduce  the  number  of  injuries  during  an  accident  and  provide  passengers 
with  better  guidance  when  evacuating  a  train.  Amtrak  has  also  improved  training 
programs  for  its  onboard  service  personnel  and  maintenance  staff  so  that  they  can 
better  perform  their  jobs. 

LUGOFF,  SC,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Inadequate  track  inspection  practices,  maintenance 
and  oversight  by  CSX  was  cited  by  the  Safety  Board  as  the  prob- 
able cause  of  the  1991  derailment  of  an  Amtrak  train  in  Lugoff, 
South  Carolina.  What  recommendations  were  issued  to  the  Federal 
Railroad  Administration  and  to  CSX  as  a  result  of  your  investiga- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  November  30,  1993,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  issued  the  fol- 
lowing safety  recommendations  to  CSX  Transportation  Inc.  and  to  the  National 
Railroad  Passenger  Corporation.  No  safety  recommendations  were  issued  to  the  Fed- 
eral Railroad  A(hninistration. 

To  CSX  Transportation  Inc:  Review  and  revise,  as  necessary,  existing  practices  to 
ensure  that  track  supervisors  review  their  subordinates'  track  inspections  and  that 
switch  inspections  are  adequately  documented.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R-93-18); 
review  and  revise,  as  necessary,  manpower  schedules  for  track  and  switch  inspec- 
tions to  ensure  that  the  track  and  switch  standards  of  the  Federal  Railroad  Admin- 
istration and  the  CSX  Transportation  Inc.  can  be  met.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R- 
93-19);  maintain  an  up-to-date  emergency  response  telephone  list.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (R-93-20);  instruct  dispatchers  on  the  use  of  terminology  that  can  be  readily 
understood  by  local  emergency  personnel  when  advising  them  to  train  locations 
after  an  accident.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R-93-21);  revise  postaccident  drug  and 
alcohol  testing  procedures  to  ensvu"e  timely  specimen  collection.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (R-93-22). 

To  the  National  Railroad  Passenger  Corporation:  Require  that  all  on-board  service 
personnel  periodically  take  training  in  the  emergency  operating  rules  and  in  first 
aid,  cardiopulmonary  resuscitation,  and  the  use  of  the  public  address  system  dvu-ing 
train  emergencies.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R-93-23) 

LUGOFF,  SC,  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  In  the  Lugoff,  South  Carolina,  accident  investigation, 
the  Safety  Board  also  recommended  that  Amtrak  require  that  oper- 
ating and  on-board  service  train  crews  attend  refresher  training  in 
managing  emergencies.  What  was  the  basis  for  these  recommenda- 
tions and,  in  general,  how  adequate  is  Amtrak's  emergency  man- 
agement? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  Safety  Board  recommended  to  Amtrak  that  on  board  service  (OBS)  personnel 
take  refresher  emergency  training  due  to  the  findings  that  some  of  the  OBS  person- 
nel involved  in  the  LugofT  accident  could  not  remember  receiving  emergency  re- 
sponse training.  Also,  there  were  complaints  from  some  passengers  that  all  of  the 
OBS  personnel  did  not  respond  adequately  to  the  accident.  Refresher  training  is 
necessary  because  some  OBS  employees  stated  that  the  only  emergency  training 
that  they  received  from  Amtrak  is  provided  when  they  were  hired  and  no  refresher 
tr£uning  was  offered.  Amtrak  has  taken  steps  to  establish  refresher  training  for 
their  OBS  employees  emphasizing  emergency  management  procedures. 

The  Safety  Board  has  not  seen  any  evidence  that  identifies  a  problem  with  Am- 
trak's  emergency  management.  On  the  contrary,  the  Safety  Board's  preliminary  in- 
vestigation into  the  Mobile,  Alabama  accident  indicates  that  Amtrak  personnel  did 
an  exceptional  job  managing  the  emergency  situation  created  by  the  disaster. 

GARY,  INDIANA,  RAILROAD  COLLISION 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the  collision  be- 
tween two  commuter  passenger  trains  in  Gary,  Indiana,  resulted  in 
several  recommendations  concerning  passenger  car  crash- 
worthiness.  Please  elaborate  on  your  recommendations  in  this  re- 
gard. 

[The  information  follows:] 

When  the  Safety  Board  adopted  the  report  of  the  collision  of  two  commuter  trains 
in  Gary,  Indiana  that  killed  seven  passengers  and  injured  95  persons,  it  stated  that 
the  breach  of  the  passenger  compartments  of  the  lead  cars  of  both  trains  contributed 
to  the  severity  of  the  injuries.  As  a  consequence,  the  following  safety  recommenda- 
tions were  issued  regarding  this  subject. 

To  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration:  In  cooperation  with  the  Federal  Transit 
Administration  and  the  American  PubUc  Transit  Association,  study  the  feasibility 
of  providing  car  body  comer  post  structures  on  all  self-propelled  passenger  cars  and 
control  cab  locomotives  to  afford  occupant  protection  during  corner  collisions.  If  fea- 
sible, amend  the  locomotive  safety  standards  accordingly.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(R-93-24). 

To  the  Federal  Transit  Administration:  Cooperate  with  the  Federal  Railroad  Ad- 
ministration to  study  the  feasibility  of  providing  car  body  comer  post  structures  on 
all  self-propelled  passenger  cars  and  control  cab  locomotives  to  afford  occupant  pro- 
tection during  comer  colusions.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R-93-25). 

To  the  American  Public  Transit  Association:  Cooperate  with  the  Federal  Railroad 
Administration  to  study  the  feasibility  of  providing  car  body  comer  post  structures 
on  all  self-propelled  passenger  cars  and  control  cab  locomotives  to  afford  occupant 
protection  during  comer  collisions.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R-93-26). 

HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  SAFETY  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  Price.  While  highway  safety  trends  are  encouraging,  in 
1992,  as  in  previous  years,  highway  deaths  at  39,200  fatalities  out- 
stripped deaths  in  all  other  transportation  modes.  How  can  we 
make  that  next  quantum  leap  in  achieving  significant  gains  in 
highway  traffic  safety? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  1992,  45  percent  of  the  people  who  were  killed  in  traffic  crashes  died  in  alcohol- 
related  accidents.  In  that  same  year,  65  percent  of  the  passenger  car  and  truck  occu- 
pants who  died  in  accidents  were  not  wearing  seatbelts  or  other  restraints.  Highway 
safety  improvements  will  continue  if  efforts  to  reduce  drunk  driving  and  to  encour- 
age seatbelt  use  are  continued. 

SEATBELT  USAGE 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year.  Secretary  Pena  announced  a  new  initiative 
to  increase  the  proportion  of  Americans  who  use  seat  belts  to  75 
percent  by  1997.  Does  the  Safety  Board  support  this  new  initiative 
and  have  you  analyzed  how  NHTSA  plans  to  achieve  this  goal? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  Secretary  of  Transportation  recently  issued  a  goal  to  increase  the  use  of  seat 
belts  from  the  current  66  percent  use  level  to  75  percent  belt  use  by  the  end  of  1996. 
The  Board  believes  that  this  is  a  reasonable  goal.  Usage  rates  have  increased  from 
the  low  teens  a  decade  ago  to  the  mid-sixties  now  because  educational  efforts  have 
reached  the  population  most  acceptant  of  the  benefits  of  seat  belt  use.  Any  increases 
in  seat  belt  use  from  this  point  on  will  be  more  difficult  and  take  longer  because 
of  the  populations  to  be  reached,  such  as  teenage  males.  The  Board  has  not  re- 
viewed the  details  of  the  plan;  however,  we  are  aware  that  the  National  Highway 
Traffic  Safety  Administration  is  concentrating  efforts  in  the  public  information  and 
enforcement  areas. 

Mr.  Price.  Given  that  other  industrialized  countries  have  been 
able  to  achieve  much  higher  safety  belt  usage  rates,  should  we  be 
aiming  higher  given  that  94  percent  of  annual  transportation  fa- 
talities in  this  country  are  highway  deaths? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  current  goal  of  75 
percent  use  by  1997  is  reasonable.  We  do  not  think  that  a  significantly  greater 
usage  rate  would  be  a  reaUstic  near-term  target,  unless  there  are  significant 
changes  in  the  public's  attitude  about  preventing  automobile  accidents. 

SAFETY  BELT  USAGE  BY  PREGNANT  WOMEN 

Mr.  Price.  Recently,  General  Motors  announced  that  it  would 
undertake  research  on  the  safety  of  pregnant  women  in  vehicle 
crashes,  including  the  development  of  a  crash  test  dummy  to  im- 
prove safety  restraint  systems  for  pregnant  women.  What  do  we 
know  about  the  use  of  safety  belts  by  pregnant  women? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  board  is  aware  that  development  of  a  test  dummy  that  represents  a 
pregnant  woman  is  underway  and  is  supportive  of  those  efforts.  However,  the  Board 
does  not  have  accident  data  involving  pregnant  woman. 

Mr.  Price.  Has  the  Safety  Board  conducted  any  safety  studies  in 
this  area? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  not  specifically  conducted 
a  study  regarding  restraining  pregnant  women,  our  1988  safety  study  on  the  per- 
formance of  lap/shoulder  belte  include  six  cases  involving  pregnant  women  and  in- 
cludes a  chapter  on  pregnant  women  and  lap/shoulder  belt  use.  All  but  one  of  the 
six  women  were  in  their  second  or  third  trimester;  three  women  were  seven  months 
pregnant  or  more.  All  were  wearing  the  lap/shoulder  belt  properly.  In  most  cases, 
both  the  mother  and  fetus  survived  the  crash  and  the  fetus  was  successfully  carried 
to  term.  In  addition,  a  one  year  follow-up  with  parents  indicated  no  impairment  due 
to  crash  trauma.  In  the  sixth  case,  the  eight  month  pregnant  woman  who  was  re- 
strained, sustained  critical  injuries  but  survived.  The  fetus,  however,  died  from  a 
crushed  skull.  In  this  case  the  mother  was  seated  at  the  point  of  impact. 

AUTOMOBILE  RESTRAINT  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Price.  Studies  by  the  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safe- 
ty which  analyzed  18,000  driver  crash  deaths  during  1985  to  1992 
found  24  percent  fewer  deaths  than  expected  in  cars  equipped  with 
lab/shoulder  safety  belts  plus  air  bags,  as  compared  with  cars 
equipped  only  with  safety  belts.  Are  these  findings  consistent  with 
those  of  the  Safety  Board? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety  (IIHS)  findings  arose  from  a  study 
which  compared  driver  deaths  in  frontal  crashes  of  cars  with  both  air  bags  and  safe- 
ty belts  and  cars  with  only  belts.  The  Safety  Board,  on  the  other  hand,  investigated 
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41  accidents  involving  air  bag  equipped  cars.  In  those  selected  accidents,  the  air  bag 
systems  appeared  to  ameUorate  occupant  injuries.  In  that  sense,  the  Safety  Board's 
investigation  finding  are  consistent  with  IIHS  research. 

AUTOMOBILE  RESTRAINT  SYSTEMS  STUDY 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year,  we  talked  a  bit  about  a  safety  study  that 
the  Safety  Board  had  underway  on  the  crash  performance  of  auto- 
mobile restraint  systems.  NHTSA  and  others  had  some  concerns 
about  the  methodology  that  was  being  used  in  the  study.  What  is 
the  status  of  the  study  and  what  are  its  findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  data  review  indicated  that  when  passive  restraint  systems  were  properly 
used,  they  were  effective  in  reducing  upper  torso  and  heard  injuries.  Although  high- 
er levels  of  injury  were  noted  in  cases  where  passive  restraints  were  improperly 
used  or  not  used  at  all,  we  were  unable  to  determine  if  those  injuries  were  statis- 
tically representative  of  potential  problems  occurring  nationwide.  The  Safety  Board 
will  summarize  and  compile  the  factual  information  on  the  accidents  investigated 
and  publish  the  material  in  a  brief  format  report  this  year. 

AUTOMOBILE  RESTRAINT  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Price.  In  past  years,  we  have  talked  about  the  terrible  inju- 
ries that  have  occurred  in  automobiles  equipped  with  automatic 
safety  belts  and  manual  lap  belts,  when  the  passenger  does  not  fas- 
ten the  manual  lap  belt.  Are  you  seeing  any  more  evidence  of  prob- 
lems with  these  particular  restraint  systems  and  should  they  be 
prohibited  in  new  vehicles? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  the  Safety  Board  testified  previously,  in  the  automatic  or  passive  restraint  ac- 
cidents investigated  between  1990  and  1992,  there  were  very  traumatic  injuries.  Al- 
though we  have  not  investigated  any  additional  automatic  or  passive  restraint- 
eqmpped  car  accidents  since  that  time.  Safety  board  investigators  continue  to  hear 
about  other  similar  cases,  thus  continuing  to  illustrate  the  importance  of  passengers 
fastening  their  manual  lap  belts. 

Mr.  Price.  What  more  should  NHTSA  be  doing  to  encourage 
drivers  to  use  the  manual  lap  belt  in  vehicles  equipped  with  the 
automatic  shoulder  belt? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  encouragement  of  drivers  or  passengers  to  use  the  manual  portion  of  their 
automatic  restraint  could  be  done  through  the  media  or  informational  processes  if 
the  emphasis  is  focused  in  that  direction. 

CHILD  PASSENGER  PROTECTION 

Mr.  Price.  Should  NHTSA  be  considering  additional  measures  to 
promote  the  proper  the  use  of  child  safety  seats  for  infants  in  air 
bag  equipped  vehicles? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  issue  does  not  concern  the  proper  use  of  the  safety  seat,  but  rather  the  force 
with  which  the  air  bag  deploys.  Although  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
is  not  aware  of  any  actual  accidents,  we  are  aware  of  research  showing  that  the 
force  of  the  air  bag  upon  deployment  is  so  strong  that  it  could  injure  a  child  in  a 
rearward  facing  safety  seat. 

This  issue  should  be  addressed  by  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Adminis- 
tration (NHTSA),  since  more  vehicles  with  air  bags  will  enter  the  marketplace  each 
year  and  more  infants  will  be  placed  at  risk.  The  Board  is  aware  that  some  research 
is  underway  by  the  automobile  manufacturers  that  would  permit  a  disconnection  of 
the  air  bag  sensor  when  an  infant  seat  is  in  the  front  seat. 
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Mr.  Price.  The  justifications  indicate  that  the  Safety  Board  may 
conduct  a  safety  study  regarding  child  passenger  protection.  What 
issues  deserve  further  examination? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  study  on  child  occupant  protection 
will  study  a  number  of  issues  related  to  the  effectiveness  of  child  safety  seats  and 
seat  belts,  including  the  comparative  effectiveness  of  the  different  types  of  restraint 
systems  for  children.  For  example,  do  children  receive  similar  levels  of  protection 
from  child  safety  seats,  booster  seats,  and  lap/shoulder  belts.  In  addition,  the  study 
will  address,  if  and  how,  compatibility  between  vehicle  seat  belts  and  child  safety 
seats  affects  the  performance  of  the  seats  and  the  level  of  injury  sustained.  Further, 
comparisons  will  be  made  between  injuries  sustained  by  children  in  lap-only  belts 
versus  lap/shoulder  belts.  It  is  expected  that  the  issue  of  compatibility  between  air 
bags  and  child  safety  seats  will  also  be  addressed  in  this  study.  This  will  be  the 
first  study  to  provide  prospective  accident  investigation  results  on  belt  use  for  chil- 
dren. 

TEENAGE  DRIVERS  BAG  LAWS 

Mr.  Prige.  Last  year,  the  Safety  Board  identified  the  issue  of 
teenage  drinking  and  driving  as  a  major  issue.  Among  other  rec- 
ommendations, your  report  called  for  tougher  State  laws  concern- 
ing the  possession  and  use  of  alcohol  by  minors;  zero  blood  alcohol 
concentration  standards  for  teenagers;  and  automatic  license  sus- 
pension for  teenagers  convicted  of  alcohol  offenses.  Now  that  a  year 
has  passed,  what  progress  have  the  states  made  in  addressing 
teenage  drinking? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Five  States — ^Arkansas,  Minnesota,  Nebraska,  Tennessee,  and  Texas — and  the 
District  of  Columbia  enacted  new  low  blood  alcohol  concentration  laws  for  persons 
under  age  21  in  1993.  Also,  California  and  New  Mexico  improved  their  laws  to  pro- 
vide for  a  lower  BAG  (0.01  and  0.02,  respectively)  and  extended  low  BAG  law  cov- 
erage to  all  drivers  under  21.  In  1994,  Ohio  retained  its  0.02  BAG  law,  but  extended 
coverage  from  drivers  under  18  to  drivers  under  21.  Bills  have  been  proposed  in  at 
least  15  State  legislatures  in  1994.  Bills  in  Virginia  and  South  Dakota  have  passed 
both  houses  and  await  signature.  Other  States  with  active  bills  include  Massachu- 
setts, Florida,  Delaware,  Hawaii,  Idaho,  Michigan,  Missoiiri,  New  York,  Rhode  Is- 
land, South  Carolina,  and  West  Virginia.  Not  all  of  the  States  with  low  BAG  laws 
for  youth  include  administrative  License  revocation.  With  regard  to  improvements  in 
age  21  laws,  23  improvements  in  thirteen  States  have  been  identified  subsequent 
to  the  Safety  Board's  report.  The  Board  expects  substantial  progress  in  current  and 
futvu-e  State  legislative  sessions. 

HIGHWAY  ACCIDENTS  RELATED  TO  ALCOHOL 

Mr.  Price.  Secretary  Pena  has  announced  a  goal  of  reducing  the 
proportion  of  highway  accidents  related  to  alcohol  to  43  percent  by 
1997.  In  addressing  this  goal,  what  relative  emphasis  should  the 
Department  be  placing  on  reducing  teenage  drinking  and  driving, 
as  compared  to  other  priorities,  such  as  getting  repeat  offenders  off 
the  road? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  recently  issued  goals  to  increase  the  use  of  seat- 
belts  from  the  current  66  percent  use  level  to  75  percent  belt  use  by  the  end  of  1996. 
We  believe  that  this  is  a  reasonable  goal.  Usage  rates  have  increased  from  the  low 
teens  a  decade  ago,  to  the  ciurent  mid-sixties  because  educational  efforts  have 
reached  the  population  most  acceptant  of  the  benefits  of  seatbelt  use.  Any  increase 
in  seatbelt  use  from  this  point  on  will  be  more  difficult,  and  educational  efforts 
should  be  aimed  at  the  most  difficult  to  reach  violators. 
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ALCOHOL-RELATED  HIGHWAY  ACCIDENTS 

Mr.  Price.  What  relative  emphasis  should  NHTSA  be  placing  on 
public  education  efforts  versus  tougher  law  enforcement  measures 
in  its  efforts  to  reduce  alcohol  related  fatalities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

While  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  no  safety  recommendations 
regarding  the  relative  emphasis  on  pubUc  education,  both  the  Safety  Board  and  the 
National  Highway  Trafl^c  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  recognize  that  public  in- 
formation and  prevention  efforts  are  needed  to  complement  and  enhance  the  effect 
of  both  legislation  and  enforcement.  Evidence  to  that  effect  was  found  in  the  Mary- 
land 0.02  law  for  youth  in  which  the  law  itself  achieved  a  minimum  11  percent  re- 
duction in  alcohol-related  crashes  for  drivers  under  age  21.  When  combined  with 
targeted  public  information  in  test  counties,  the  alcohol-related  crash  reduction  was 
nearly  50  percent.  Clearly,  both  enforcement  and  public  information  are  needed. 

HEAVY  TRUCK  ACCIDENTS 

Mr.  Price.  What  are  the  trends  regarding  highway  fatalities 
caused  by  truck  accidents?  What  problem  areas  are  you  seeing  in 
your  investigations  of  truck  accidents? 

[The  information  follows:] 

According  to  Trucks  Involved  in  Fatal  Accidents  (TIFA)  data  compiled  by  the  Uni- 
versity of  Michigan  Transportation  Research  Institute,  large  truck  combinations 
continue  to  be  overrepresented  in  fatal  accidents.  Truck  combinations  are  involved 
in  about  twice  as  many  fatal  accidents  per  100  millions  miles  as  passenger  cars. 
However,  fatality  and  injury  rates  for  truck  occupants  have  declined  since  1975.  In 
several  recent  run  off  the  road  truck  combination  accidents  investigated,  the  Safety 
Board  found  that  sleep  depravation,  irregular  work/rest  cycles,  and  driving  too  fast 
for  conditions  may  have  been  factors  in  these  accidents. 

Mr.  Price.  Driver  shortages  and  driver  turnover  are  significant 
problems  in  certain  segments  of  the  trucking  industry,  with  annual 
turnover  at  100  percent  in  some  firms.  What  implications  do  you 
see  in  these  trends  with  regard  to  truck  safety? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  not  investigated  any  recent  heavy  truck  accidents  where 
driver  shortages  and/or  driver  turnover  problems  were  factors.  However,  the  Board 
did  investigate  two  Greyhound  bus  accidents  where  new  driver  inexperience  were 
primary  factors  in  these  accidents. 

HEAVY  TRUCK  ACCIDENTS 

Mr.  Price.  It  has  been  reported  that  truck  accidents  are 
underreported  by  as  much  as  40  percent.  Moreover,  the  Transpor- 
tation Research  Board  and  others  have  recommended  that  the  De- 
partment improve  truck  accident  and  travel  data,  especially  as  they 
relate  to  the  reporting  of  nonfatal  accidents,  estimates  of  truck 
travel,  and  the  identification  of  truck  configurations.  What  progress 
has  the  Department  made  in  addressing  these  concerns? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  suspected  cause  of  underreporting  was  that  until  recently,  the  carriers  them- 
selves were  required  to  report  their  own  accidents  to  the  Federal  Highway  Adminis- 
tration (FHWA).  On  March  4,  1994,  the  FHWA  changed  49  CFR  390  and  394  to  re- 
place the  existing  reporting  system  with  an  electronic  accident  reporting  system. 
The  reports  are  now  being  submitted  by  law  enforcement  personnel,  but  not  all 
States  are  currently  participating  in  the  new  system.  Although  it  is  reasonable  to 
expect  that  this  change  will  reduce  the  underreporting  problem,  it  is  too  early  to 
determine  if  the  new  reporting  program  has  done  so.  We  recommend  evaluating  the 
program  once  it  has  been  fuUy  operational  for  two  or  more  years  to  determine  if 
further  improvements  are  needed. 
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HEAVY  TRUCK  BRAKE  DEFECTS 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year,  the  Safety  Board  completed  a  safety  study 
which  identified  defective  brakes  as  a  key  and  often  underreported 
cause  of  fatal  accidents  involving  trucks  and  buses.  What  is  the  ex- 
tent of  the  problem  and  what  follow-up  actions  should  FHWA  and 
NHTSA  be  taking  to  address  this  issue? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  found  that  brake  deficiencies  are  not  commonly  reported  as  fac- 
tors in  many  heavy  vehicle  accidents.  Comprehensive  vehicle  inspections  are  only 
conducted  when  there  is  suspicion  of  a  vehicle  related  problem,  and  normally  are 
not  conducted  for  non-fatal  accidents.  In  several  instability  loss  of  control  accidents 
investigated  by  local  police  agencies,  speed  too  fast  for  conditions  and  weather  were 
cited  as  factors.  However,  brake  related  deficiencies  were  not  cited. 

In  response  to  the  concern  raised,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  recently 
changed  49  CFR  390  and  394  to  replace  the  existing  reporting  system  with  a  more 
comprehensive  electronic  accident  reporting  system.  This  change  became  effective 
March  1994.  As  such,  it  is  too  early  to  determine  if  the  new  reporting  program  will 
provide  better  identification  of  braking  deficiencies  in  commercial  vehicle  accidents. 

ANTILOCK  BRAKING  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  has  included  in  the  "Most  Wanted" 
list  a  recommendation  that  FHWA/NHTSA  adopt  a  performance 
standard  on  antilock  braking  systems  for  newly  manufactured  vehi- 
cles with  airbrake  systems.  WTiat  was  the  justification  for  adding 
this  recommendation  to  your  list  of  priority  action  items?  What  will 
be  the  expected  safety  payoffs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

When  the  "Most  Wanted"  safety  recommendations  program  was  initiated  by  the 
Board  in  the  fall  of  1990,  a  "Board  Order"  was  developed  to  provide  policy  guidance 
and  establish  procedures  for  the  identification,  development,  selection,  and  imple- 
mentation of  "Most  Wanted"  safety  recommendations  and  issue  areas. 

Under  that  Board  Order,  a  "Most  Wanted"  safety  recommendation  is  defined  as 
one  which:  WiU  impact/enhance  safety  on  the  national  transportation  level;  has  a 
high  level  of  pubUc  visibUity/interest:  Completion  of  the  recommended  action  will 
build  a  more  positive  or  secure  view  of  the  transportation  system  in  the  eyes  of  the 
pubUc;  includes  a  consideration  of:  1)  previous  loss  of  Ufe/property,  2)  potential  for 
future  loss  of  life/property,  3)  coverage  expected,  i.e.  exposure  of  the  public  to  risk, 
4)  addressees'  internal  action  process,  i.e.  priorities,  congressional  mandates,  budg- 
ets, etc.;  and  can  be  implemented  in  a  reasonable  time  period. 

The  Safety  Board  reviews  the  contents  of  the  "Most  Wanted"  program  list  every 
six  months  and  considers  all  recommendations  issued  since  the  last  review,  as  well 
as  changes  in  the  status  of  previously  issued  recommendations  as  it  contemplates 
modifications  in  the  list. 

The  issue  of  commercial  truck  safety  was  a  part  of  the  original  "Most  Wanted" 
list  adopted  in  October  1990.  In  the  Spring  of  1993,  staff  presented  suggestions  for 
modifications  in  the  list.  At  that  time,  the  Board  added  the  issue  described  in  safety 
recommendation  H-92-54  to  the  Commercial  Truck  Safety  issue  areas  because  it 
met  the  criteria  described  in  the  Board  Order,  and  the  Board  beUeved  that  the  in- 
creased attention  given  by  inclusion  on  the  "Most  Wanted"  list  would  be  beneficial 
in  getting  the  recommendation  implemented. 

The  payoffs  expected  at  the  requirement  for  antilock  type  brake  systems  on  com- 
mercial trucks  will  be  a  reduction  in  the  number  and  severity  of  truck  braking  relat- 
ed accidents,  and  a  reduction  of  risk  to  the  public  who  share  the  roadway  systems 
with  the  commercial  truck  operators. 

ANTILOCK  BRAKING  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Price.  NHTSA  has  announced  a  six-month  delay  in  its 
schedule  for  issuing  a  final  rule  pertaining  to  antilock  brakes  for 
medium  and  heavy  trucks.  Does  the  Safety  Board  believe  that 
NHTSA  is  making  sufficient  progress  in  addressing  this  issue? 
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[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  Severad  industry  comments  have  surfaced  that  should  be  addressed  before 
the  rulemaking  process  is  finalized,  and  NHTSA  needs  time  to  evaluate  the  merits 
of  those  comments. 

COMBINATION  TRUCKS 

Mr.  Price.  The  General  Accounting  Office  recently  reported  that 
insufficient  data  exists  to  ascertain  the  relative  safety  of  longer 
combination  vehicles  as  compared  with  other  trucks.  Does  the  Safe- 
ty Board  have  any  recommendations  on  how  our  data  and  informa- 
tion on  LCVs  might  be  improved? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No.  Unfortunately  none  of  the  available  data  can  be  extrapolated  to  project  the 
safety  trends  of  longer  combination  vehicles. 

HEAVY  TRUCK  ACCIDENTS  RELATED  TO  SPEED 

Mr.  Price.  What  role  does  speeding  play  in  truck  accidents  and 
what  recommendations  has  the  Safety  Board  made  in  this  regard? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  investigated  a  limited  number  of 
catastrophic  heavy  truck  accidents.  In  those  accidents,  the  Board  noted  that  injury 
severity  increased  dramatically  as  vehicle  speed  increased.  However,  we  are  un- 
aware of  any  studies  that  have  confirmed  this  as  being  nationally  representative  for 
all  heavy  truck  accidents. 

RADAR  DETECTORS 

Mr.  Price.  In  December,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  is- 
sued final  regulations  to  implement  a  ban  on  the  use  of  radar  de- 
tectors in  medium  and  heavy  trucks.  The  regulations  state  that 
"there  is  no  established  direct  linkage  between  radar  detectors  and 
highway  accidents."  Is  that  statement  consistent  with  the  Safety 
Board's  findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  not  aware  of  any  data  that  has  established  a  correlation  between  radar 
detectors  and  highway  accidents. 

Mr.  Price.  Does  the  Safety  Board  support  this  regulation? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Although  we  do  not  have  a  formal  position,  the  Safety  Board  believes  there  is  no 
legitimate  use  for  radar  detectors  in  commercial  vehicle  operation. 

BELTWAY  SAFETY  INITIATIVE 

Mr.  Price.  The  Federal  Highway  Administration  recently  issued 
its  Beltway  Safety  Initiative  which  is  focused  on  improving  safety 
on  the  1-495  beltway  around  Washington,  D.C.  One  of  the  rec- 
ommendations made  was  that  commercial  truck  drivers  and  ship- 
pers should  be  held  mutually  responsible,  including  payment  of 
fines,  if  the  truck  driver  is  convicted  of  speeding  while  trying  to 
make  an  unrealistic  delivery  schedule.  Does  the  Safety  Board  have 
an  opinion  on  the  efficacy  and  feasibility  of  such  a  recommenda- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  participated  in  and  endorses  the  Belt- 
way Safety  Initiative,  but  we  have  not  taken  a  formal  position  on  the  recommenda- 
tion. 
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AVIATION  ACCIDENT  STATISTICS 

Mr,  Price.  The  Safety  Board  has  reported  continuing  improve- 
ment in  fatal  accident  rates  for  both  the  major  scheduled  airlines 
and  general  aviation.  In  1993,  there  were  no  passenger  fatalities 
for  the  major  U.S.  scheduled  airlines;  charter  airlines  experienced 
their  fourth  consecutive  year  without  a  fatality;  and  general  avia- 
tion registered  715  fatalities,  a  historic  low.  Do  these  numbers  indi- 
cate that  the  FAA  is  doing  a  good  job  in  its  aviation  inspections 
and  surveillance? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  is  encouraged  by  the  long-term,  continual  improvement  in  avia- 
tion safety  statistics.  There  was  a  particularly  safe  year  in  1993  with  respect  to  pas- 
senger fatalities  in  air  carrier  aircraft — the  only  major  fatal  accident  was  the  Jet- 
stream 31  in  Hibbing,  Minnesota  on  December  1.  We  believe  that  the  overall  safety 
improvement  reflects  the  willingness  of  the  entire  aviation  industry,  including  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  to  address  safety  problems  as  they  have 
been  identified  throughout  the  past  20  years.  Major  efforts  have  been  made  to  re- 
duce the  risk  of  accidents  such  as  midair  collisions,  windshear  and  winter  oper- 
ations. The  newer  generation  airplanes  are  more  reliable.  Additionailly,  most  major 
carriers  have  improved  their  training  programs  and  now  include  crew  resource  man- 
agement. We  believe  that,  in  general,  the  FAA  is  doing  a  good  job  in  its  inspection 
and  surveillance  activities.  We  have  noted  the  need  for  a  higher  level  of  surveillance 
in  some  specific  areas  such  as  sightseeing  operations  in  the  Grand  Canyon  and  Ha- 
waii and  we  believe  FAA  is  addressing  that  need. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  CORPORATION  . 

Mr.  Price.  The  Department  of  Transportation  plans  to  submit 
legislation  to  establish  a  public  corporation  to  run  the  Nation's  air 
traffic  control  system.  Of  course,  we  have  not  yet  seen  the  details 
of  the  proposal,  but  one  scenario  might  be  that  the  FAA  would  re- 
tain policymaking  responsibility  for  safety  issues,  while  the  public 
corporation  would  be  responsible  for  safety  implementation. 

Does  the  Safety  Board  have  a  position  on  the  concept  of  estab- 
lishing a  new  entity  to  manage  air  traffic  control,  particularly  re- 
garding its  safety  implications? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  not  developed  a  position  regarding  the  establishment  of  an 
independent  corporation  to  run  the  nation's  air  traffic  control  system. 

Mr.  Price.  Based  on  your  investigative  work,  do  you  see  any 
problems  in  the  FAA's  management  of  safety  issues  that  might  be 
better  addressed  through  a  public  air  traffic  control  corporation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  must  be  sup- 
ported and  fully  funded  in  order  to  meet  its  goals  for  modernization  of  the  air  traffic 
control  system.  The  procurement,  research  and  development,  and  implementation 
process  should  be  reviewed  and  streamlined.  However,  we  do  not  know  if  that  could 
be  accomplished  more  effectively  by  a  public  air  traffic  control  corporation. 

WAKE  VORTEX  RELATED  ACCIDENTS 

Mr.  Price.  Safety  Board  data  indicate  that  between  1983  and 
1993  there  have  been  more  than  50  accidents  and  incidents  which 
resulted  from  probable  encounters  with  wake  vortices  of  leading 
aircraft.  In  these  encounters,  27  people  were  killed,  eight  were  seri- 
ously injured,  and  40  airplanes  were  substantially  damaged  or  de- 
stroyed. You  have  had  a  special  investigation  underway  to  look  into 
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the  causes  of  these  accidents.  Have  you  reached  any  findings  at 
this  time? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  Boeing  757  airplane  does  not  generate 
wake  vortices  that  are  uncharacteristic  for  its  weight.  The  primary  problems  with 
encountering  Boeing  757  wake  vortices  is  that  the  separation  distances  for  airplanes 
following  the  Boeing  757  are  inadequate,  air  traffic  control  procedures  may  result 
in  inadequate  separations,  pilots  are  insufficiently  trained  to  avoid  wake  vortices, 
and  pilot  techniques  have  not  been  developed  to  aid  in  avoiding  wake  vortices. 

The  Safety  Board  recommended  changing  the  weight  classifications  and  separa- 
tion distances  to  achieve  greater  separation  between  the  heavier  and  Ughter  air- 
planes in  the  large  airplane  category;  altering  air  traffic  control  procedures  to  re- 
duce the  exposure  to  operating  visually  behind  larger  airplanes  at  reduced  separa- 
tion distances,  developing  techniques  to  be  used  by  pilots  to  determine  their  separa- 
tion distance  from  leading  airplanes  and  their  position  relative  to  the  wake;  improv- 
ing pilot  training  through  improved  techniques,  training  aids  and  recurrent  train- 
ing; and  continuing  research  to  increase  airport  capacity  through  better  understand- 
ing of  wake  vortex  characteristics. 

Mr.  Price.  We  often  hear  from  the  airlines  that  the  FAA  is  al- 
lowing too  much  separation  between  their  aircraft,  thereby  reduc- 
ing capacity  and  raising  costs  to  the  airlines.  Does  your  study  into 
wake  vortex  accidents  lead  you  to  believe  that  current  ATC  proce- 
dures sometimes  result  in  aircraft  following  too  closely? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes  that  separation  distances  may 
be  safely  reduced  under  certain  circumstances.  However,  several  recent  accidents 
show  that  smaller  airplanes  are  following  too  close  behind  larger  airplanes.  In  addi- 
tion, controller  procedures  can  result  in  airplanes  following  too  close  when  the  fol- 
lowing pilot  receives  a  visual  approach  clearance. 

WAKE  VORTEX  AND  VISUAL  FLIGHT  CONDITIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Some  in  the  aviation  industry  envision  a  day  when 
air  traffic  controllers  will  become  "flow  managers,"  and  the  pilots 
themselves  will  handle  most  of  the  minute-by-minute  decisions  re- 
garding routing  and  control  of  their  aircraft.  This  might  be  possible 
if  data  could  be  provided  direct  to  the  cockpit  through  implementa- 
tion of  new  technologies  such  as  GPS,  digital  radar,  and  digital 
communications.  Do  pilots  currently  have  enough  information  on 
wake  vortices  to  maintain  adequate  separation  distances  under  vis- 
ual flight  conditions,  and  if  not,  what  additional  information  is 
needed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  found  that  pilots  can  have  dif- 
ficulty in  judging  the  distance  fi-om  their  own  airplane  to  the  leading  airplane.  In 
addition,  the  pilot  does  not  know  the  exact  flight  paths  of  a  preceding  airplane  or 
his  own  airplane.  Therefore,  a  pilot  cannot  be  assured  of  maintaining  an  adequate 
separation  distance  nor  can  he  be  assured  of  remaining  above  the  flight  path  and 
wake  of  a  preceding  airplane.  Controllers  may  be  able  to  provide  separation  dis- 
tances upon  request. 

Pilots  would  need  interactive  systems,  such  as  on-board  radar  or  TCAS,  to  provide 
range  information.  However,  the  relative  flight  paths  and  the  exact  position  of  a 
wake  vortex  cannot  be  accurately  determined  without  expanding  the  capabiUties  of 
planned  technology. 

WAKE  VORTEX  SAFETY  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Price.  Should  the  FAA  be  doing  additional  research  into  the 
safety  problems  of  wake  vortices? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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Recently,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  made  numerous  recommenda- 
tions related  to  wake  vortex  safety.  One  recommendation  was  for  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration  (FAA)  to  continue  to  sponsor  research  and  development  projects 
that  may  lead  to  technological  or  procedural  solutions  to  reduce  the  hazards  posed 
by  wake  vortices.  Another  recommendation  to  the  FAA  was  to  determine  if  TCAS 
could  be  developed  to  provide  separation  distance  information  during  visual  ap- 
proaches. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  PROCEDURES 

Mr,  Price.  Current  air  traffic  procedures  require  controllers  and 
pilots  to  adhere  to  a  standard  set  of  terms  and  phrases  when  com- 
municating in  order  to  ensure  mutual  understanding  of  what  ac- 
tions are  being  taken.  At  a  recent  aviation  safety  conference,  a  re- 
searcher from  the  NASA  Ames  Research  Center  stated  that  inci- 
dence of  pilots  and  controllers  taking  shortcuts  in  required  phrase- 
ology due  to  high  work  load  and  carelessness  is  a  significant  prob- 
lem affecting  air  safety.  Does  your  investigative  work  indicate  this 
is  a  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  it  is  a  problem,  as  are  readback/hearback  errors  also  a  problem.  The  Safety 
Board  believes  that  given  the  volume  and  pace  of  controller/pilot  communications  it 
is  not  practical  to  eUminate  all  such  errors,  especially  during  peak  traffic  periods. 
However,  more  rigorous  adherence  to  standard  phraseology  and  redundancies  would 
reduce  those  errors.  Additionally,  airground  data  link  technology  is  being  used  in- 
creasingly both  to  reduce  radio  frequency  congestion  and  errors. 

COMMUTER  AIRCRAFT  OVERSIGHT 

Mr.  Price.  Two  of  the  major  commuter  accidents  that  you  have 
investigated  recently  involved  the  same  company,  GP  Express.  The 
Safety  Board's  report  in  the  GP  Express  accident  in  Shelton,  Ne- 
braska, indicates  that  "GP  Express  failed  in  its  obligation  to  com- 
municate the  message  of  safety,  and  did  not  establish  an  environ- 
ment in  which  dedication  to  safety  overrode  all  other  concerns."  In 
that  accident,  the  pilot  was  performing  unauthorized  acrobatic  ma- 
neuvers. 

Your  report  last  year  on  the  GP  Express  accident  in  Anniston, 
Alabama,  cited  the  management  of  the  company  for  failing  to  pro- 
vide adequate  training  and  operational  support  for  the  company's 
Southern  operation.  Is  the  FAA  exercising  appropriate  oversight 
over  this  and  other  commuter  air  carriers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  evaluated  the  level  of  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 
oversight  of  GP  Express  following  the  accident  in  Anniston,  Alabama  on  June  8, 
1992  and  again  following  the  training  accident  in  Shelton,  Nebraska  on  April  28, 
1993.  In  bolii  cases,  we  found  that  FAA's  surveillance  activities  were  consistent  with 
or  perhaps  even  more  intense  than  those  applied  to  other  regional  carriers.  Never- 
theless, the  Board  expressed  the  belief  that  the  FAA  might  have  foreseen  the  need 
to  give  more  attention  to  the  carrier's  programs  because  of  the  frequent  turnover 
in  the  GP  Express  management  stucture  and  their  expansion  into  the  southern  op- 
eration. 

COMMUTER  AIRLINE  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Are  there  any  other  common  threads  that  you  are 
seeing  in  your  investigations  of  commuter  airline  incidents? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Three  of  the  commuter  airline  accidents  investigated  by  the  Safety  Board  since 
the  beginning  of  1992  resulted  when  airworthy  airplanes  were  flown  into  the  ground 
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because  of  operational  factors.  These  involved  issues  that  have  been  addressed  by 
the  Board  for  the  last  10  years,  that  is,  pilot  situational  awareness,  pilot  experience 
and  training,  the  pairing  of  inexperienced  crewmembers,  and  company  oversight  of 
flight  operations.  Although  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  is  taking  action  to 
address  some  of  these  issues,  it  will  be  a  while  before  the  actions  are  effective. 

COMMUTER  AIRLINE  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  What  major  regulatory  actions  are  in  progress  that 
may  improve  commuter  safety?  What  further  actions  do  you  rec- 
ommend? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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After  three  accidents  in  the  mid  1980's  involving  commuter  airplanes, 
the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  Ground  Proximity  Warning  Systems 
(GPWS)  be  required  on  turbine  powered  commuter  airplanes.  The  Board 
subsequently  listed  this  recommendation  on  its  "Most  Wanted"  list  of  safety 
issues.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  acted,  albeit  slowly,  and  the 
final  rule  to  require  GPWS  on  turbine  powered  airplane  with  ten  passengers 
eats  or  more  became  effective  on  April  20,  1 992.  The  rule  allowed  two  years 
before  compliance  was  required  and  most  operators  delayed  the  installation 
until  the  approaching  deadline.  By  April  20  of  this  year  the  equipment  will  be 
required  and  we  believe  that  it  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  prevention  of 
commuter  accidents. 

We  have  also  been  advised  by  FAA  that  the  issuance  of  a  Notice  of 
Proposed  Rulemaking  to  require  that  Part  121  operators  provide  cockpit 
resource  management  training  to  flight  crews  is  imminent.  The  Board  has  been 
told  that  the  proposed  rule  will  also  address  Part  135  operators  --  requiring 
those  that  conduct  scheduled  passenger  service  in  airplanes  carrying  ten  or 
more  passengers  to  comply  with  the  same  pilot  qualification  and  training 
requirements  that  apply  to  the  Part  121  major  air  carriers. 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  this  rulemaking  has  industry  support  and 
will  be  a  positive  step  in  eliminating  the  disparity  between  the  commuters  and 
major  air  carriers. 

Another  issue  that  has  been  addressed  by  the  Safety  Board  in  the 
aftermath  of  Part  1 21  and  Part  1 35  accidents  is  that  of  the  pairing  of  relatively 
inexperienced  crewmembers.  The  Board  has  been  advised  that  a  final  rule  is 
in  the  clearance  process  and  may  be  issued  shortly.  Although  the  rule  will 
initially  apply  to  Part  121  carriers,  it  will  ultimately  apply  to  Part  135  carriers 
when  the  training  requirement  for  the  two  parts  are  merged  in  the  new 
rulemaking. 

Other  safety  measures  that  should  have  a  positive  effect  on  future 
commuter  airline  safety  include  the  planned  installation  of  TCAS  and  the  FAA's 
recent  rulemaking  to  require  that  those  carriers  that  operate  in  winter 
conditions  have  a  formal  deicing  plan  similar  to  those  of  the  major  carriers. 

Although  it  has  not  been  a  factor  in  recent  accidents,  the  Safety  Board 
is  pleased  that  FAA  is  also  addressing  the  improvement  of  occupant  protection 
standards  for  commuter  category  airplanes.  On  July  1 4,  1 993,  the  FAA  issued 
a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  that  would  modify  emergency  landing  design 
criteria,  require  dynamic  testing  of  seats  and  restraint  systems,  and  upgrade 
flammability  standards  of  newly  manufactured  commuter  category  airplanes 
that  will  provide  a  level  of  safety  commensurate  with  transport  category 
airplanes.  The  Safety  Board  believes  that  some  of  the  improvements  --  such 
as  fire  blocking  seat  cushions  --  could  and  should  be  required  in  existing  as  well 
as  new  airplanes,  and  we  will  continue  to  address  this  issue. 
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COLUMBUS,  OHIO,  AVIATION  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  What  issues  are  you  investigating  in  the  January  6, 
1994,  crash  of  the  United  Express  FUght  6291  in  Columbus,  Ohio? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  safety  issues  being  exsimined  during  the  investigation  of  the  United  Express 
Flight  6291  accident  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  on  January  6,  1994,  include  pilot  proce- 
dvu"es  and  training,  cockpit  crew  coordination,  airline  management  and  FAA  over- 
sight, and  aircraft  performance  in  conditions  conducive  to  airframe  icing.  The  Jet- 
stream 41  is  a  relatively  new  modem  "glass  cockpit"  airplane  with  an  autopilot  in- 
stalled. There  are  no  flight  simulators  available  for  pilot  training,  so  the  pilots  are 
trained  in  the  airplane.  Both  pilots  had  recently  transitioned  from  the  less  sophisti- 
cated Jetstream  3100  with  conventional  displays  and  no  autopilot.  The  safety  issues 
in  this  accident  are  also  being  examined  as  part  of  the  Safety  Board's  recently  initi- 
ated Safety  Study  of  Part  135  Commuter  Airlines. 

FLIGHT  CREW  PERFORMANCE  STUDY 

Mr.  Price.  According  to  press  reports,  flight  crew  performance, 
as  well  as  icy  conditions,  may  have  contributed  to  the  tragic  crash 
last  year  in  Hibbing,  Minnesota,  of  a  Northwest  Express  commuter 
plane  which  killed  18  persons.  The  pilot  of  the  aircraft  reportedly 
had  failed  pilot  proficiency  exams  in  1988,  1992,  and  1993  and  was 
abusive  to  his  copilots  and  colleagues.  This  suggests  that  his  copi- 
lots may  have  been  reluctant  to  challenge  the  pilot  if  he  made  a 
mistake  or  used  poor  judgement.  The  failure  of  the  first  officer  to 
monitor  and  challenge  the  captain's  decisions  is  an  issue  that  you 
examined  in  your  safety  study  on  flight  crew  performance.  Would 
you  elaborate  on  the  findings  of  your  safety  study?  Are  you  able  to 
comment  on  this  aspect  of  your  investigation  of  the  Hibbing  acci- 
dent? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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At  about  8:00  p.m.  on  December  1 ,  1 993,  a  Jetstream  31  aircraft  being 
operated  by  Express  II  Airlines  was  approaching  the  Hibbing,  Minnesota,  airport 
on  a  flight  from  Minneapolis.  The  airplane  was  about  three  miles  from  the 
runway  touchdown  zone  on  a  localizer  back  course  approach  when  it  crashed 
into  a  hill,  killing  all  18  persons  on  board.  This  was  the  worst  accident  in 
terms  of  loss  of  life  in  a  scheduled  commuter  aircraft  since  the  crash  of  an 
Atlantic  Southeast  Embraer  120  in  Brunswick,  Georgia  in  1991. 

The  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  this  accident  is  active  and  far  from 
complete.  While  it  is  too  soon  to  be  conclusive,  evidence  suggests  that  crew 
performance  issues  are  central  to  this  accident.  Radar  information  indicates 
that  the  airplane  entered  a  steep  descent  in  its  approach  to  the  airport,  with  a 
descent  rate  as  high  as  3000  feet  per  minute,  in  excess  of  company 
specifications. 

Crew  performance  issues  were  the  focus  of  the  Safety  Study  recently 
completed  by  the  Safety  Board  (Safety  Study:  A  Review  of  Flightcrew- 
Involved,  Major  Accidents  of  U.S.  Air  Carriers,  1 978  through  1 990.  NTSB/SS- 
94-01 ).  The  study  reviewed  all  37  major  carrier  accidents  that  occurred  in  the 
United  States  from  1978  through  1990.  In  its  review,  the  Board  examined 
specific  instances  in  which  one  member  of  the  flightcrew  failed  to  monitor  or 
challenge  an  error  made  by  another  member  of  the  flightcrew.  This 
monitoring/challenging  type  of  error  accounted  for  70  (23  percent)  of  the  302 
specific  errors  made  by  flightcrews  during  the  37  accidents.  The 
monitoring/challenging  errors  occurred  in  31  of  the  37  accidents.  The  most 
common  pattern  in  the  accidents  (found  in  1 7  accident)  was  a  tactical  decision 
error  made  by  the  captain,  who  was  also  the  flying  pilot,  followed  by  a  non- 
flying  first  officer's  failure  to  monitor  or  challenge  that  decision  error. 

Many  observations  from  this  study  appear  to  be  relevant  to  the  accident 
at  Hibbing.  For  example,  the  most  common  type  of  error  found  by  the  Safety 
Board  was  one  in  which  the  captain  was  the  flying  pilot,  the  captain  made  a 
tactical  decision  error,  and  the  first  officer  failed  to  challenge  the  captain's  bad 
decision.  Often,  the  first  officer  was  inexperienced.  These  factors  were  often 
present  in  several  accidents  that  involved  an  unstabilized  approach,  factors 
that  appear  relevant  to  the  Hibbing  accident. 

The  first  officer,  who  was  new  and  still  on  probation,  did  not  call  out  the 
excessive  rate  of  descent  as  required.  He  did  not  make  all  required  altitude 
calls. 

Safety  Board  investigators  found  that  the  captain  had  a  history  of 
intimidating  first  officers.  His  poor  crew  coordination  had  been  cited  as  a 
reason  in  his  failure  of  two  check  rides  and  mentioned  in  his  previous  training 
as  captain. 

The  Safely  Board  will  consider  these  and  other  relevant  issues  when  it 
examines  the  evidence  collected  in  this  investigation. 
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Mr.  Price.  Your  safety  study  focused  on  37  major  air  carrier  acci- 
dents that  occurred  between  1978  and  1990.  Is  this  a  large  enough 
sample  from  which  one  can  draw  appropriate  conclusions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  37  cases  evaluated  in  the  study  were  not  selected  to  comprise  a  representa- 
tive sample  of  all  air  carrier  flights  or  of  any  other  subset  of  flights.  Rather,  these 
37  accidents  were  the  entire  census  of  flights  sharing  the  characteristics  of  major, 
flightcrew-involved,  Part  121  air  carrier  accidents  between  1978  and  1990.  Consist- 
ent with  this  set  of  data,  the  study  characterized  this  particular  group  of  accidents 
and  the  errors  made  by  flightcrews  during  them.  The  Board  did  not  attempt  to  gen- 
eralize these  results  to  other  populations  of  cases. 

Mr.  Price.  What  were  some  of  the  other  conclusions  you  reached 
as  a  result  of  the  study? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  addition  to  the  role  of  monitoring/challenging  errors,  the  Safety  Board  made 
several  other  findings  as  a  result  of  the  study.  In  more  than  80  percent  of  the  37 
accidents,  the  captain  was  preforming  the  flying  pilot  role,  while  the  first  officer  was 
serving  as  the  non-flying  pilot.  Errors  made  diuing  the  taxi  phase  of  operation  were 
causal  in  8  of  the  10  accidents  that  occurred  during  takeoff;  and  6  of  the  10  takeoff" 
accidents  involved  inadequate  performance  of  checklists  during  the  preceding  taxi 
operation. 

In  three  separate  comparisons  with  illustrative  samples  of  non-accident  flights, 
larger  percentages  of  the  accident  flights  (for  which  data  were  available)  were  run- 
ning late,  were  the  first  duty  day  together  for  the  captain  and  first  officer,  or  were 
the  first  flight  leg  together  for  the  captain  and  first  officer. 

The  accident  crewmembers  who  had  been  awake  for  a  relatively  long  period  of 
time  made  more  errors  per  accident,  more  tactical  decision  errors  per  accident,  and 
more  procedural  errors  per  accident. 

Of  the  first  officers  for  whom  data  were  available,  a  majority  had  accumulated 
less  than  500  hours  as  first  officers  in  the  accident-involved  aircraft  type  while  em- 
ployed at  that  air  carrier,  and  a  majority  had  served  as  a  first  officer  at  that  air 
carrier  for  less  than  one  year. 

Overall,  the  Board  concluded  that  the  data  analyzed  in  the  study  suggested  the 
need  for  mandatory,  comprehensive  crew  resource  management  (CRM)  training;  and 
for  CRM-oriented  the  line  operational  simulation  training  and  initial  operating  ex- 
perience structured  for  the  attainment  of  specific  educational  objectives. 

JETSTREAM  31  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Price.  I  understand  that  the  aircraft  involved  in  the 
Hibbing,  Minnesota,  crash,  a  Jetstream  31,  may  have  been  deter- 
mined to  be  a  poor  performer  in  icing  conditions  as  early  as  in 
1989.  Is  that  the  case?  Has  the  Safety  Board  previously  rec- 
ommended that  the  FAA  or  manufacturers  evaluate  the  in-flight 
performance  of  this  type  of  aircraft  under  icing  conditions?  If  so, 
what  has  been  their  response? 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  January  30,  1991,  a  British  Aerospace  Jetstream  BA-3101  airplane,  crashed 
on  its  final  approach  to  runway  19  at  Beckley  Airport,  West  Virginia.  As  a  result 
of  this  accident  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  on  April  2,  1991,  issued 
Airworthiness  Directive  (AD)  91-08-01  directed  to  the  Jetstream  3101  airplanes 
which  do  not  have  a  35  degree  flap  setting  capability.  The  AD  became  effective  on 
June  10,  1991,  and  states  "Do  not  extend  the  flaps  beyond  the  20  degree  position 
if  any  ice  is  visible  on  the  airplane  .  .  ."  This  action  increase  the  tailplane  stall 
margin  on  the  Jetstream  3101.  The  20  degree  landing  flap  setting  provides  an  ac- 
ceptable safety  margin  for  operating  in  icing  conditions. 

On  July  22,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  issued  safety  recommendation  A-92-62.  In 
answer  to  this  safety  recommendation  the  FAA  issued  airworthiness  directive  (AD) 
93-01-02,  effective  January  22,  1993,  which  addresses  actions  taken  by  British 
Aerospace  and  the  FAA  to  correct  a  potentially  unsafe  condition  of  the  tailplane  de- 
icing  system  design.  This  AD  increases  the  reliability  of  tailplane  deicing  system 
performance. 
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ICING  CONDITIONS  BULLETIN 

Mr.  Price.  In  October  1993,  the  FAA  issued  Air  Carrier  Oper- 
ations Bulletin  9-93-4,  "Flight  in  Potential  Icing  Conditions  and 
the  Avoidance,  Recognition,  and  Response  to  Tailplane  Ice."  What 
is  the  Safety  Board's  view  of  the  adequacy  of  this  bulletin  in  ad- 
dressing potential  in-flight  icing  conditions,  and  what  evidence  is 
there  that  the  carrier  involved  in  the  Hibbing  crash  followed  FAA- 
recommended  procedures? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  contents  of  ACOB  8-93-4,  Flight  in  Potential  Icing  Conditions  and  the  Avoid- 
ance, Recognition,  and  Response  to  Tailplane  Ice,  incorporated  directives  to  Prin- 
ciple Operations  Inspectors  (POD  that  was  very  responsive  to  four  Safety  Board 
safety  recommendations  (A-91-122,  A-92-59,  A-92-69,  and  A-92-61).  In  general, 
the  ACOB  directed  POFs  to  examine  the  training  and  operations  programs  of  air 
carriers  under  their  purview  to  ensure  certain  procedures  regarding  flight  in  poten- 
tial icing  conditions  were  in  place.  However,  during  the  Safety  Board's  investigation 
of  the  Express  II  Airlines  accident  at  Hibbing,  Minnesota,  on  December  1,  1993,  and 
the  Atlantic  Coast  Airlines  accident  at  Columbus,  Ohio,  on  January  6,  1994,  we 
learned  that  the  actions  directed  in  ACOB-8-93-^  had  not  been  taken.  Our  inves- 
tigators interviewed  the  POI's  for  both  airUnes,  as  well  as  the  POI  for  Express  I, 
the  sister  airline  of  Express  II,  and  determined  that  they  had  not  complied  with  the 
actions  specified  in  the  ACOB. 

The  Safety  Board  is  currently  evaluating  additional  safety  recommendations  to 
the  FAA  that  would  urge  an  in-depth  examination  of  the  FAA's  ACOB  program  and 
would  prompt  a  verification  that  actions  intended  to  be  taken  as  the  result  of  the 
issuance  of  an  ACOB  are  actually  taken.  This  would  include  the  actions  urged  in 
ACOB  8-93-4.  The  Safety  Board's  action  of  this  subject  should  be  completed  in  the 
very  near  future. 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  Air  Carrier  Operations  Bulletin  8-93-4  provided 
sufficient  guidance  to  the  inspectors  and  referenced  excellent  training  material. 
Staff  has  found  that  several  airlines,  including  the  one  involved  in  the  Hibbing  acci- 
dent, are  not  sufficiently  aware  of  the  information  in  the  ACOB.  The  matter  is  cur- 
rently under  investigation. 

COMMUTER  AIRCRAFT  DEICING  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Price.  The  FAA  issued  an  interim  final  rule,  effective  De- 
cember 15,  regarding  ground  deicing  procedures  for  regional  air- 
craft. Did  the  Safety  Board  comment  on  this  rulemaking?  If  so, 
what  were  your  comments  and  concerns  with  the  rulemaking? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  proposed  rule  was  pubUshed  in  the  Federal  Register  regarding  ground  deicing 
procedures  for  commuter  aircraft  on  September  21,  1993.  The  Safety  Board  did  not 
provide  comments  on  the  proposed  final  rule  because  it  sufficiently  covered  the  is- 
sues regarding  ground  deicing  procedures  for  regional  aircraft;. 

FAA  AIRCRAFT  DEICING  ACTIONS 

Mr.  Price.  What  other  actions  has  the  FAA  and  the  airline  in- 
dustry taken  to  respond  to  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  re- 
garding the  inspection  and  deicing  of  aircraft  for  ground  icing,  fol- 
lowing the  Board's  investigation  of  March  1992  crash  of  the  US  Air 
flight  at  LaGuardia? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  response  to  the  Safety  Board's  safety  recommendations,  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  has  encouraged  ATC  facilities,  airport  operators,  and  users  to 
implement  local  deicing  plans  including  gate  hold  procedures  when  necessary  when 
icing  conditions  exist.  Air  traffic  control  facilities  have  been  instructed  to  commu- 
nicate departure  rates  and  any  other  pertinent  information  to  the  airport  users  and 
operators  before,  during,  and  after  deicing  operations.  This  information  is  subse- 
quently disseminated  to  the  ffightcrews  by  their  company  as  specified  in  their  man- 
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dated  airline-specific  deicing/anti-icing  programs.  The  FAA  published  Advisory  Cir- 
cular 121-XX,  Ground  Deicing  and  Anti-Icing  program,  in  the  Federal  Register.  The 
proposed  AC  will  address  the  wing  contamination  issues  and  include  information  on 
the  type  of  deicing  fluid  and  mixture  used  and  the  available  holdover  time.  The  Na- 
tional Weather  Service  is  conducting  a  research  study  on  moisture  accumulation 
rate  and  the  FAA  will  review  the  results  of  this  study  as  well  as  other  available 
research  information  on  this  subject  to  establish  a  way  to  inform  flightcrew  of  the 
type  of  flviid  and  mixture  used,  the  current  moisture  accumulation  rate,  and  the 
available  holdover  time. 

Further,  the  FAA  sent  letters  to  the  appropriate  certificated  airports  requesting 
that  they  arrange  meetings  with  the  air  carriers,  air  traffic  control  personnel,  and 
airport  users  to  assess  the  impact  of  the  air  carrier's  deicing  activities  on  airport 
operations.  The  letter  also  asked  that  the  parties  identify  action  that  can  be  taken 
to  maximize  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  operations  during  periods  of  ice  or 
snow.  This  information  will  be  included  as  a  revision  to  Advisory  Circular  150/5200- 
30A,  "Airport  Winter  Safety  and  Operations." 

FAA  AIRCRAFT  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  After  the  October  1993  crash  near  Front  Royal,  Vir- 
ginia, of  an  FAA-owned  and  operated  plane,  which  killed  all  three 
FAA  employees  aboard,  the  Safety  Board  criticized  the  FAA  for 
failing  to  establish  flight  procedures  for  its  own  aircraft  that  are 
equivalent  to  those  the  FAA  requires  of  the  larger  aviation  indus- 
try. The  Safety  Board  issued  several  urgent  safety  recommenda- 
tions in  November  1993,  urging  the  FAA  to  take  immediate  action. 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  the  result  of  the  investigation  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 
owned  and  operated  airplane  accident  near  Front  Royal,  Virginia,  in  October,  the 
Safety  Board  issued  one  urgent  action  and  seven  priority  action  safety  recommenda- 
tions. The  urgent  safety  recommendation  pertained  to  reqviiring  the  pilots  of  FAA 
aircraft  to  file  a  flight  plan  when  ever  possible  and  to  activate  IFR  flight  plans  be- 
fore departure,  whenever  feasible.  The  other  safety  recommendations  primarily  per- 
tained to  organizational  deficiencies  noted  by  the  Safety  Board  during  its  investiga- 
tion. 

On  January  31,  1994,  the  FAA  responded  that  it  had  instituted  changes  to  its 
flight  operations  manuals  to  comply  with  the  urgent  safety  recommendation.  The 
FAA's  response  also  stated  that  it  agreed  with  the  thrust  of  the  other  safety  rec- 
ommendations and  several  projects  had  already  been  undertaken,  or  were  in  the 
process  of  being  developed,  to  comply  with  the  recommendations.  The  Safety  Board's 
final  report  of  this  accident  has  not  yet  been  completed  and  the  formal  evaluation 
of  the  FAA's  response  to  the  safety  recommendations  has  not  yet  been  completed. 

FAA  FLIGHT  SAFETY  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Price.  Would  you  brief  us  on  the  deficiencies  you  found  in 
FAA's  internal  flight  safety  procedures? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  general,  the  interim  safety  recommendation  (A-93-161  through  168)  issued  by 
the  Safety  Board  regarding  the  accident  involving  the  FAA  airplane  near  Front 
Royal  addressed  both  flightcrew  operational  procedures  and  supervisory  and  man- 
agement oversight  matters.  The  pilot-in-command  of  the  flight  had  exhibited  poor 
airmanship  and  judgment  on  several  previous  occasions  and  FAA  management  had 
failed  to  take  the  appropriate  remedial  actions. 

The  FAA  had  identified  several  deficiencies  in  its  flight  operations  departments 
during  previous  inspections  and  studies  of  its  operations;  however,  it  had  failed  to 
act  on  the  safety  recommendations  that  resulted.  The  intention  of  the  FAA,  as  stat- 
ed in  earlier  documents,  was  to  operate  its  aircraft  similar  to  a  Part  135  airline. 
However,  those  actions  were  not  implemented  before  the  accident.  The  Safety 
Board's  safety  recommendations  urged  adoption  of  the  FAA's  own  recommendations. 

The  FAA's  response  to  these  safety  recommendations  reflects  agreement  with  the 
Safety  Board  and  we  are  aware  of  several  actions  that  have  been  taken  already,  in- 
cluding changes  in  management  personnel  and  organizationgd  changes.  The  final  re- 
port of  this  accident  will  contain  additional  safety  recommendations  regarding  the 
organizational  deficiencies  noted  during  the  investigation. 
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Mr.  Price.  The  FAA  announced  last  month  that  it  would  under- 
take immediate  improvements  in  its  operations.  Have  you  evalu- 
ated what  the  FAA  has  actually  done  to  date  versus  what  it  in- 
tends to  do? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  the  January  31,  1994,  letter  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 
to  the  Safety  Board,  the  FAA  agreed  with  the  safety  recommendations  that  were 
issued  for  the  FAA  airplane  accident  near  Front  Royal.  The  Safety  Board  has  not 
formally  evaluated  the  FAA  actions;  however,  we  are  aware  that  several  positive 
steps  have  already  been  taken  and  others  are  in  progress.  The  formal  evaluation 
will  be  made  in  the  near  future. 

GENERAL  AVIATION  MOUNTAINOUS  FLYING 

Mr.  Price.  In  a  December  1993  report,  the  GAO  found  that  the 
general  aviation  accident  rate  was  nearly  40  percent  higher  in 
mountainous  Western  States  than  for  all  other  States  in  the  con- 
tinental United  States.  The  GAO  made  several  recommendations  to 
improve  the  safety  of  flying  in  mountainous  areas.  Do  you  agree 
that  the  FAA  could  be  doing  more  to  improve  general  aviation  fly- 
ing in  mountainous  States? 

[The  infoiTOation  follows:] 

Yes.  It  is  oxu-  opinion  that  the  FAA  could  improve  the  safety  level  of  general  avia- 
tion flying  by  using  seasonal  education  programs  through  their  Accident  Prevention 
Specialists.  Each  year  as  the  temperatures  rise  pilots  need  to  be  reminded  of  the 
effects  of  high  density  altitude  on  the  performance  of  their  aircraft.  This  is  the  t3T)e 
of  educational  information  that  would  help  improve  safety  in  general  aviation  moun- 
tainous terrain  fl3dng 

Mr.  Price.  Have  you  made  any  specific  recommendations  to  the 
FAA  in  this  area  over  the  past  few  years? 
[The  information  follows:] 
No  specific  recommendations  have  been  made  to  the  FAA. 

GENERAL  AVIATION  COLLISION  AVOIDANCE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Price.  As  a  result  of  the  September  1992  mid  air  collision 
between  a  Mitsubishi  and  Piper  aircraft  near  Greenwood,  Indiana, 
the  Safety  Board  again  recommended  that  the  FAA  expedite  the 
development,  certification,  and  production  of  various  low-cost  prox- 
imity warning  and  conflict  detection  systems  for  general  aviation 
aircraft.  What  is  the  status  of  technological  developments  that 
might  result  in  a  low-cost  collision  avoidance  system  for  general 
aviation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  not  received  a  reply  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion (FAA)  concerning  this  recommendation.  However,  we  have  learned  informally 
that  progress  on  the  operational  testing  of  the  traffic  alert  and  collision  avoidance 
system  (TCAS)  has  been  delayed.  We  understand  that,  as  a  result,  the  FAA  plans 
to  revise  the  February  5,  1995  date,  after  which  installation  of  this  equipment  would 
have  been  reqviired  in  a  broad  category  of  commuter  aircraft.  We  expect  that  this 
delay  will  result  in  a  corresponding  deferral  of  the  availability  of  a  low-cost  system 
for  the  general  aviation  conmiunity. 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  has  classified  the  FAA's  response 
to  this  recommendation  as  "Open-Unacceptable  Response."  What 
specific  actions  do  you  believe  the  FAA  should  take  to  expedite  de- 
velopments in  this  regard? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Prior  to  the  1992  accident,  the  Safety  Board  in  1988  urged  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  to  expedite  the  development  of  such  a  system  for  use  in  gen- 
eral aviation  aircraft.  The  Safety  Board  had  in  mind  a  system  which  would  be  sim- 
ple, affordable,  and  available  to  light  general  aviation  aircraft  within  two  to  three 
years. 

The  FAA  advised  the  Board  on  May  25,  1993,  of  a  passive  TCAS  system  being 
developed  by  BF  Goodrich  for  the  Navy  that  would  provide  a  low  cost  system  for 
the  general  aviation  market.  Since  the  1988  recommendation  asking  FAA  to  expe- 
dite the  system,  six  years  have  passed  without  system  certification. 

In  adopting  the  report  on  the  Greenwood,  Indiana,  midair  collision,  the  Safety 
Board  consequently  noted  the  lack  of  the  system's  certification  and  reiterated  the 
original  safety  recommendation  to  the  FAA  in  a  November  1993  letter. 

JAPAN  AIRLINES — ^ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA,  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  In  October  1993,  the  Safety  Board  concluded  that 
probable  cause  of  the  March  31  incident  in  which  an  engine  fell  off 
a  Japan  Airlines  flight  from  Anchorage,  Alaska,  was  the  aircraft's 
encounter  with  extreme  turbulence.  Would  you  tell  us  what  your 
recommendations  were  as  a  result  of  this  accident,  which  involved 
a  Boeing  747?  What  the  responses  of  Boeing  and  the  FAA? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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On  November  1  5,  1 993,  the  Safety  Board  issued  seven  new  safety 
recommendations  and  reiterated  a  1 992  safety  recommendation  to  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  regarding  the  March  31,  1993,  Japan  Airlines,  Inc. 
accident.  No  safety  recommendations  were  issued  to  Boeing.  The  safety 
recommendations  issued  to  the  FAA  are  below. 

Develop  and  implement  a  meteorological  program  to  observe, 
document,  and  analyze  potential  meteorological  aircraft  hazards 
in  the  area  of  Anchorage  International  Airport,  Anchorage,  Alaska, 
with  an  emphasis  on  the  approach  and  departure  paths  of  the 
airport.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-126) 

Amend  the  design  load  requirements  of  14  CFR  Part  25  to 
consider  multiple  axis  loads  encountered  during  severe 
turbulence.    (Class  II,  Longer  Term  Action)  (A-93-137) 

Require  the  Boeing-proposed  Boeing  747  engine  pylon  structural 
modification  program  to  include  increasing  the  lateral  load 
capability  of  the  pylon  structure.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
138) 

Require  any  future  structural  modifications  of  existing  engine 
pylons  to  consider  multiple  axis  loading.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-139) 

Issue  an  Airworthiness  Directive  to  require  compliance  with 
Boeing  Service  Bulletin  747-54-2160.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-140) 

Consider  the  necessity  and  feasibility  of  requiring  the  modification 
of  the  aircraft  departure  routes  at  Anchorage  International  Airport 
during  periods  of  moderate  or  severe  turbulence  to  minimize  the 
potential  of  aircraft  encountering  mountain-induced  low  level 
turbulence.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-141) 

Additionally,  the  Safety  Board  reiterated  safety  recommendation  A-92-58. 

Develop  a  broader  meteorological  aircraft  hazard  program  to 
include  other  airports  in  or  near  mountainous  terrain,  based  on  the 
results  obtained  in  the  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado,  area. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  responded  to  A-93-136  through  - 
141  on  letter  February  24,  1994,  a  copy  of  which  is  below.  The  Safety  Board 
haj  not  had  an  opportunity  to  review  and  analyze  the  response. 
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lie  rv>fv-irtmont  Office  ol  the  Administrator  800  independence  Ave.,  S.W. 

Ub^Depanment  Washington,  DC.  20591 

Of  Transpodation 

Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


FEB  2  4  1994 

The  Honorable  Carl  W.  Vogt 
Chairman,  National  Transportation 

Safety  Board 
490  L'Enfant  Plaza  East,  SW. 
Washington,  DC   20594 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

This  is  in  response  to  Safety  Recommendations  A-93-136  through 
-141  issued  by  the  Board  on  November  15,  1993.   These  safety 
recommendations  were  issued  as  a  result  of  the  Board's 
investigation  of  an  accident  on  March  31,  1993,  involving  Japan 
Airlines,  Inc.,  Flight  46E  (JAL46E) ,  a  Boeing  747-121.   Shortly 
after  departure  from  Anchorage  International  Airport, 
Anchorage,  Alaska,  the  No.  2  engine  and  engine  pylon  separated 
from  the  airplane.   The  airplane  had  been  wet-leased  from 
Evergreen  International  Airlines,  Inc.   The  flight  was  a 
scheduled  cargo  flight  from  Anchorage  to  Chicago  G'Hare 
International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois.   On  board  the 
airplane  were  the  captain,  the  first  officer,  the  second 
officer,  and  two  nonrevenue  company  employees.   The  airplane 
was  substantially  damaged  during  the  separation  of  the  engine. 
No  one  on  board  the  airplane  or  on  the  ground  was  injured. 

A-93-136.   Develop  and  implement  a  meteorological  program  to 
obsei-ve,  document,  and  analyze  potential  meteorological 
aircraft  hazards  in  the  area  of  Anchorage  International 
Airport,  Anchorage,  Alaska,  with  an  emphasis  on  the  approach 
and  departure  paths  of  the  airport. 

FAA  Comment.   The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  does 
not  believe  that  a  meteorological  program  as  described  by  this 
safety  recommendation  is  necessary  at  this  time.   The  FAA  has  a 
meteorological  research  program  under  way  at  Colorado  Springs, 
Colorado,  in  conjunction  with  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration's  Forecast  Systems  Laboratory.   This 
study  is  a  result  of  an  earlier  recommendation  by  the 
Safety  Board  and  should  establish  a  satisfactory  basis  to 
supplement  existing  data  about  the  orographic  turbulence 
created  by  strong  winds  with  a  flow  pattern  that  is  aligned 
with  obstructing  and  channeling  terrain. 
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The  decision  not  to  conduct  an  additional  meteorological 
research  program  at  Anchorage  was  also  influenced  by  the  facts 
of  the  accident.   The  crew  of  the  accident  aircraft  had 
received  a  forecast  of  severe  turbulence  on  takeoff  from 
Anchorage  and  had  received  pilot  reports  of  severe  turbulence 
from  other  crews.   Additionally,  during  taxi  to  takeoff  the 
crew  was  informed  by  the  local  controller  of  a  severe 
turbulence  report  from  a  company  B-747  crew  who  had  just 
experienced  the  condition  on  initial  climb  out  from  Anchorage. 
Furthermore,  the  Safety  Board's  meteorological  investigation  of 
the  conditions  around  Anchorage  indicated  an  extensive  body  of 
knowledge  about  mountain  wave  and  mechanical  turbulence  and 
their  effect  on  flight  paths  near  the  airport. 

I  plan  no  further  specific  action  in  response  to  this  safety 
recommendation  at  this  time,  and  I  recommend  that  the  Board 
classify  this  issue  as  "closed." 

A-93-137 .   Amend  the  design  load  requirements  of  14  CFR  Part  25 
to  consider  multiple  axis  loads  encountered  during  severe 
turbulence. 

FAA  Comment.   The  FAA,  in  cooperation  with  the  European  Joint 
Airworthiness  Authority  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Aviation 
Rulemaking  Advisory  Committee,  has  developed  a  proposal  to 
amend  the  airworthiness  provisions  of  14  CFR  Part  25  to  include 
a  criterion  for  tuned  discrete  gust.   This  criterion  will  use 
more  recent  measurements  of  gust  velocity  and  will  require  the 
gust  gradient  to  be  tuned  to  develop  the  maximum  dynamic 
response  in  the  structure.   It  is  anticipated  that  this 
rulemaking  action  will  be  published  during  the  third  quarter  of 
fiscal  year  1994. 

Additionally,  the  FAA's  Technical  Center  is  engaged  in  a 
research  program  designed  to  improve  the  knowledge  of  the  gust 
environment.   The  program,  entitled  "Measurements  and  Analysis 
of  Flight  Loads  for  Transport  Airplanes,"  calls  for  the 
instrumentation  of  in-service  transport  aircraft  with 
state-of-the-art  data  acquisition  equipment  to  acquire  new 
loads  data  for  the  design  of  future  generations  of  large 
transport  airplanes.   Of  particular  interest  in  this  program  is 
the  measured  gust  velocities  at  lower  altitudes  in  the  vicinity 
of  airports.   The  FAA  believes  that  the  new  tuned  gust 
criterion  will  result  in  structural  designs  which  will  be 
capable  of  withstanding  the  multiple  axis  loads  encountered 
during  severe  turbulence. 

I  will  keep  the  Board  apprised  of  the  FAA's  progress  on  this 
safety  recommendation. 
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A-93-138.  Require  the  Boeing-proposed  B-747  engine  pylon 
structural  modification  program  to  include  increasing  the 
lateral  load  capability  of  the  pylon  structure. 

FAA  Comment.   The  FAA  agrees  with  the  intent  of  this  safety 
recommendation  and  is  discussing  this  issue  with  Boeing.   As 
part  of  the  Boeing-proposed  structural  modification  program, 
the  FAA  has  completely  reevaluated  the  design,  fatigue,  and 
fail-safe  loads  of  the  Boeing  Model  747  series  engine  pylon. 
The  FAA  also  conducted  flight  tests  which  showed  an  increased 
lateral  response  of  the  inboard  strut  to  a  vertical  gust.   The 
resultant  higher  lateral  inertia  loads  under  this  condition 
will  be  considered  while  modifying  the  structural  design  of  the 
Boeing  Model  747  strut. 

The  dual  links  of  the  modified  Boeing  Model  747  strut  are 
designed  to  carry  significant  loads  only  when  a  primary 
structural  element  of  the  wing-to-strut  attachment  structure 
has  failed.   With  such  a  failure,  the  dual  links  provide  an 
alternate  load  path  enabling  the  remaining  structure  to  carry 
full  fail-safe  loads.   Unmodified  struts  do  not  have  this 
capability. 

The  thickness  of  the  mid-spar  fitting  lugs  will  be  increased  on 
earlier  Boeing  Model  747  series  aircraft  as  part  of  the 
modification  to  improve  lateral  strength  and  fail-safe 
capability.   The  modified  strut  will  incorporate  changes  to  the 
strut  box  that  provide  lateral  strength.   The  thickness  of  the 
strut  lower  spar  web  on  early  Boeing  Model  747  aircraft  powered 
with  JT9D  engines  was  significantly  increased  on  the  Boeing 
Model  747-400  aircraft.   As  part  of  the  strut  modification 
program,  the  web  thickness  on  these  earlier  airplanes  will  be 
increased  and  the  web  will  be  backed  up  with  a  channel. 
Additionally,  lateral  strength  of  the  aft  mid-spar  web  will 
also  be  increased.   This  web,  which  is  aluminum  on  Boeing 
Model  747  aircraft  powered  with  JT9D  and  CF6  engines,  will  be 
changed  to  steel  and  backed  up  with  a  steel  strap  in  the 
modified  strut. 

I  will  keep  the  Board  apprised  of  the  FAA's  progress  on  this 
safety  recommendation. 

A-93-139.  Require  any  future  structural  modifications  of 
existing  engine  pylons  to  consider  multiple  axis  loading. 

FAA  Comment.   I  believe  that  the  action  being  taken  to  address 
Safety  Recommendation  A-93-137  will  result  in  structural 
designs  which  will  be  capable  of  withstanding  the  multiple  axis 
load. 

I  will  keep  the  Board  apprised  of  the  FAA's  progress  on  this 
safety  issue. 
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A-93-140.   Issue  an  Airworthiness  Directive  to  require 
compliance  with  Boeing  Service  Bulletin  747-54-2160. 

FAA  Comment.   The  FAA  agrees  with  the  intent  of  this  safety 
recommendation  and  is  considering  the  issuance  of  a  notice  of 
proposed  rulemaking  to  address  this  issue. 

I  will  provide  the  Board  with  a  copy  of  any  document  that  may 
be  issued. 

A-93-141 .   Consider  the  necessity  and  feasibility  of  requiring 
the  modification  of  the  aircraft  departure  routes  at  Anchorage 
International  Airport  during  periods  of  moderate  or  severe 
turbulence  to  minimize  the  potential  of  aircraft  encountering 
mountain-induced  low  level  turbulence. 

FAA  Comment.   The  FAA  reviev;ed  this  safety  recoirimendation  and 
determined  that  modification  of  the  standard  instrument 
departures  from  runways  6L  and  6R  is  not  feasible  due  to  the 
limited  amount  of  airspace  available,  the  close  proximity  of 
two  other  airports,  terrain  clearance  climb  criteria,  and  noise 
compatibility.   The  existing  procedures  take  all  of  these 
factors  into  consideration. 

Prior  to  this  accident,  the  National  Weather  Service  had  issued 
a  forecast  for  severe  turbulence  along  the  mountains  in  the 
Anchorage  area.   Subsequently,  numerous  aircraft  had  reported 
severe  turbulence  along  the  base  of  the  mountains  east  of 
Anchorage  International  Airport.   A  company  sistership  of 
JAL46E  departed  the  same  runway  10  minutes  earlier  and  reported 
severe  turbulence.   The  advertised  departure  runway  in  use  at 
the  time  was  runway  32.   The  crew  of  JAL46E  specifically 
requested  runway  6R  and  was  advised  of  the  turbulence  forecast 
and  the  supporting  pilot  reports.   It  appears  that  runway  6R 
(which  is  400  feet  longer  than  runway  32)  was  requested  because 
of  the  aircraft  weight. 

I  consider  the  FAA's  action  to  be  completed,  and  I  plan  no 
further  action  on  this  safety  recommendation. 

Sincerely, 


David  R.  Hinson 
Administrator 
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ZWINGLE,  IOWA,  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS  ON  PROPELLER  HUBS 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  determined  last  year  that  the  prob- 
able cause  of  the  April  19,  1993,  aviation  accident  which  killed 
George  Mickelson,  the  Grovemor  of  South  Dakota,  and  seven  others 
was  the  fatigue  cracking  and  fracture  of  the  propeller  hub  arm.  As 
a  result,  the  Safety  Board  issued  an  urgent  recommendation  to  the 
FAA  that  it  expand  inspections  of  Mitsubishi-t3q)e  propeller  hubs 
for  fatigue  damage  and  issue  the  necessary  airworthiness  direc- 
tives. What  was  the  FAA's  response  to  your  recommendations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has  yet  to  formally  respond  to  the  Board's 
safety  recommendation  to  inspect  4-bladed  Hartzell  propeller  hubs  for  fatigue  dam- 
age. We  are  aware,  however,  that  the  FAA  issued  Airworthiness  Directive  AD  94- 
03-11,  effective  February  28,  1994.  The  AD  is  applicable  to  approximately  290 
Hartzell  HC-B4  propeller  hubs  that  may  have  been  installed  at  one  time  on 
Mitsubishi  MU-2B  series  airplanes  and  have  not  been  inspected  in  accordance  with 
two  previous  AD's,  93-09-04  and  93-12-01.  The  AD  requires  that  a  HC-B4  propel- 
ler must  be  inspected  unless  the  owner  can  positively  verify  that  it  has  never  been 
used  on  a  Mitsubishi  MU-2B  series  airplane. 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  also  recommended  expanded  emer- 
gency procedures  training  for  controllers  as  a  result  of  this  inves- 
tigation. What  was  the  basis  for  making  this  recommendation,  and 
has  the  FAA  responded  to  your  recommendation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  not  received  a  reply  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion (FAA)  concerning  the  safety  recommendations  which  concerned  expanded  emer- 
gency procedure  training  for  air  traffic  controllers.  While  the  Safety  Board  did  not 
directly  fault  the  controllers'  performance,  these  safety  recommendations  were 
prompted  by  the  fact  the  Board  believed  the  controllers  could  have  shown  more  ini- 
tiative by  offering  the  flightcrew  of  the  MU-2  other  alternate  airports  during  their 
emergency  descent.  In  addition.  Safety  Board  staff  believed  that  equipment  at  Air 
Route  Traffic  Control  Centers  (ARTCC)  should  be  modified  so  that  the  weather  con- 
ditions at  several  airports  could  be  displayed.  Ready  access  to  this  information 
would  assist  controllers  to  rapidly  determine  those  airports  with  the  best  weather 
conditions  and  relay  the  information  to  pilots,  as  appropriate,  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency. 

PUBUC  USE  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Price.  In  1986,  the  CJeneral  Accounting  Office  reported  that 
most  government-owned  and  operated  aircraft  are  not  operated  and 
maintained  according  to  FAA  regulations.  Was  this  an  issue  in  the 
South  Dakota  crash  and  to  what  extent  are  the  GAO's  concerns 
still  problematic? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fact  that  many  government-owned  aircraft  are  not  required  to  comply  with 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  regulations  was  not  considered  a  factor  in 
the  MU-2  accident  involving  a  South  Dakota  pubUc  use  aircraft  in  Zwingle,  Iowa. 
However,  this  issue  is  being  examined  closely  in  connection  with  the  crash  of  the 
FAA-owned  and  operated  airplane  near  Front  Royal,  Virginia.  In  that  case,  the  FAA 
had  begun  a  project  to  bring  its  aircraft  operations  in  line  with  the  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations,  similar  to  those  governing  Part  135  commuter  operations.  That  effort 
had  not  been  completed  and  is  being  evaluated  as  to  any  connection  with  the  factors 
that  led  to  the  accident.  The  FAA  has  reinitiated  its  efforts  as  the  result  of  the  acci- 
dent and  several  safety  recommendations  from  the  Safety  Board  in  connection  with 
this  case. 
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FAA  AIRPLANE  USAGE 

Mr.  Price,  Would  you  provide  an  update  on  the  Safety  Board's 
use  of  the  FAA  plane?  Has  the  aircraft  been  available  to  you  when 
you  needed  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  used  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(FAA)  aircraft  nine  times  in  calendar  year  1993.  FAA  aircraft  were  used  for  all 
headquarters  aviation  launches  (6),  and  were  used  for  three  surface  transporation 
launches.  The  FAA  did  net  refuse  a  request  for  the  use  of  their  aircraft  in  1993. 

COLONIAL  PIPELINE  ACCIDENT  EMERGENCY  RESPONSE 

Mr.  Price.  Has  the  Safety  Board  assessed  the  emergency  re- 
sponse conducted  by  Colonial  Pipeline  in  the  Reston,  Virginia,  oil 
spill  and  whether  its  efforts  to  mitigate  the  spill  were  adequate? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Colonial  emergency  response  efforts  observed  by  the  Safety  Board  during  its 
Reston  investigation  were  adequate  and  responsive  to  the  initial  and  changing  con- 
ditions resulting  from  the  accident. 

The  Safety  Board's  investigation  reviewed  numerous  documents  required  by  Fed- 
eral regulations  and  observed  critiques  of  the  response  efforts  with  EPA,  and  Colo- 
nial Pipeline  Compan^s  Contingency  plan,  their  Emergency  Directory,  and  their  Oil 
Spill  Control  Plan  (in  accordance  with  49  Code  of  Federal  Regulation  194).  We  also 
observed  many  critiques  of  the  response  that  involved  EPA  staff,  and  the  meetings 
indicated  that  the  response  was  generally  good.  The  Safety  Board  examined  the  re- 
sponse equipment  that  was  available  from  Dorsey  Junction. 

COLONIAL  PIPELINE  INTERNAL  INSPECTION 

Mr.  Price.  After  the  Colonial  Pipeline  incident,  RSPA  asked  Co- 
lonial to  inspect  its  pipeline  with  an  internal  inspection  device  or 
"smart  pig."  The  inspection  revealed  additional  pipeline  defects 
that  were  then  repaired.  In  hindsight,  do  you  believe  that  earlier 
use  of  "smart  pigs"  might  have  prevented  the  oil  spill? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  1989,  Colonial  PipeUne  Company  used  an  internal  inspection  device  (pig)  with 
calipers  and  did  not  detect  the  large  dents  adjacent  to  the  rupture  or  the  scrape. 
During  the  fall  of  1993,  Colonial  Pipeline  Company  used  both  a  magnetic-flux  shoe 

Eig  and  a  slope  deformation  pig  and  identified  124  locations  in  the  45  mile  segment 
etween  Chantilly,  Virginia  and  Dorsey  Junction,  Maryland,  that  were  excavated 
and  examined.  Eleven  locations  identified  required  sleeves,  one  was  cut  out  and  89 
other  locations  required  repairs.  Our  conversation  with  the  owner  of  the  more  so- 
phisticated pigs  indicated  that  the  pigs  may  not  have  highlighted  the  5-inch-long- 
longitudinal  fatigue  crack.  However,  tiie  devices  should  have  highUghted  the  adja- 
cent dent,  and  perhaps  if  that  was  dug  up,  the  scrape,  and  crack  would  have  been 
found.  As  part  of  the  Safety  Board's  special  investigation  on  liquid  petroleum  prod- 
uct pipelines,  we  will  further  explore  this  issue. 

PIPELINE  INSPECTION  DEVICES 

Mr.  Price.  Should  RSPA  be  more  proactive  in  requiring  compa- 
nies to  use  the  latest  pipeline  inspection  devices,  such  as  "smart 
pigs"? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  urged  the  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration 
(RSPA)  to  issue  regulations  that  called  for  facilitating  the  use  of  internal  inspection 
devices  at  specific  intervals  for  many  years.  Recommendation  P-87-007  rec- 
ommended that  RSPA  require  that  all  new  gas  and  Uqviid  transmission  pipelines  be 
constructed  to  facilitate  the  use  of  in-line  instrument  inspection  equipment.  Rec- 
ommendation P-87-004  recommended  that  RSPA  require  operations  of  both  gas  and 
liquid  transmission  pipelines  to  periodically  determine  the  adequacy  of  their  pipe- 
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lines  to  operate  at  established  maximum  allowable  pressxires  by  performing  inspec- 
tions or  tests  capable  of  identifying  corrosion-caused  and  other  time-dependent  dam- 
ages that  may  be  detrimental  to  the  continued  safe  operation  of  these  pipelines  and 
require  necessary  remedial  action. 

On  February  1,  1993,  the  Safety  Board  responded  to  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule- 
making (NPRM)  on  "Passage  of  Instrumented  Internal  Inspection  Devices"  (PS-126, 
Notice  1)  that  required  pipelines  to  be  piggable.  While  the  Safety  Board  agreed  with 
the  intent  of  the  NPRM,  we  virged  RSPA  to  require  provisions  for  launching  pigs 
and  receiving  them.  If  these  provisions  are  not  provided,  it  will  be  more  difficult  to 
use  pigs,  and  they  will  not  be  used  as  often  as  they  should.  To  inspect  the  45-mile 
segment  between  Chantilly,  Virginia  and  Dorsey  Junction,  Maryland,  a  removable 
spindle  had  to  be  installed.  This  effort  took  almost  18  hours  to  modify  the  line  to 
be  able  to  insert  a  pig.  Closing  the  line  for  this  duration  is  usually  not  practicable. 
Launching  and  receiving  provisions  must  be  included  in  RSPA's  final  rule. 

In  May,  1993,  GAO  conducted  a  study  entitle  "Use  of  Instrumented  Technology 
to  Inspect  Pipelines".  The  study  encouraged  "pipeline  companies  to  periodically  in- 
spect their  pipelines  to  identify  defects  and  flaws  and  take  corrective  action." 

Once  lines  are  piggable,  RSPA  should  be  proactive  in  requiring  companies  to  use 
the  latest  pipeline  inspection  devices  such  as  "smart  pigs".  In  the  Reston  investiga- 
tion, pigs  were  used  and  they  identified  124  anomalies  in  a  45  mile  segment.  About 
100  locations  were  fixed  as  a  result  of  these  inspections.  This  should  reduce  prob- 
lems in  the  future. 

RSPA  PIPELINE  INSPECTIONS 

Mr.  Price.  RSPA  has  announced  that  it  will  give  inspections  of 
newly  constructed  hazardous  liquid  pipelines  a  higher  priority. 
Based  on  what  you  have  learned  in  your  investigation  of  the  Colo- 
nial incident,  is  that  an  appropriate  priority  for  limited  pipeline  in- 
spection resources? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  a  result  of  the  Colonial  Pipeline  accident  investigation,  we  have  concerns  with 
the  inspection  of  new  or  replaced  pipelines.  Around  the  Colonial  pipeline  there  were 
large  boulders.  The  pipe  rested  on  bedrock  and  there  were  dents  on  the  bottom  of 
the  pipeline.  Pipelines  expand  and  contract  with  changes  in  temperature.  When 
large  boulders  are  adjacent  to  the  Une,  they  abrade  the  pipe  and  can  wear  holes 
through  the  pipe  walls.  According  to  the  RSPA,  Colonial  reported  two  releases  as 
a  resuJt  of  pipe  damage  caused  by  abrasion  with  rocks.  In  Minnesota  and  Wisconsin, 
Minnesota's  Office  of  PipeUne  Safety  reported  to  the  Safety  Board  that  another  com- 
pany had  abrasion  problems  as  a  result  of  rocks  adjacent  to  the  line. 

The  Safety  Board  could  not  determine  if  the  scrapes  on  the  Colonial  pipeline, 
caused  by  large  construction  equipment,  were  caused  during  initial  construction  or 
subsequent  adjacent  work.  Outside  contract  inspectors  were  responsible  for  most  of 
the  inspection  of  the  Colonial  pipeline  during  its  installation.  There  is  always  poten- 
tial for  inspectors  to  not  be  as  vigilant  as  company  or  government  inspectors  diuing 
installation.  Fairfax  County  was  responsible  for  the  oversight  of  the  building  adja- 
cent to  the  pipeline,  its  parking  lot,  and  its  drainage  facilities,  as  well  as  permits 
to  build  other  adjacent  pipelines.  Based  on  the  rapid  growth  of  the  County,  its  pos- 
sible that  inspectors  were  not  always  present,  and  these  activities  could  have  dam- 
aged the  pipe.  RSPA's  increased  inspection  efforts  should  reduce  initial  inspection 
problems,  however,  it  will  not  reduce  damage  during  subsequent  excavation,  one  of 
the  leading  causes  of  liquid  pipeline  accidents. 

Additional  oversight  during  construction  will  reduce  the  chances  for  using  bad 
backfill  or  failing  to  fix  scratched  and  dented  pipe.  In  the  past,  the  Safety  Board 
is  aware  that  some  pipes  were  stressed  during  the  transportation  of  the  pipe  by  rail, 
from  the  point  of  manufacture  to  the  point  of  installation,  and  later  ruptured.  The 
Safety  Board's  special  investigation  of  liquid  pipelines  will  look  at  the  magnitude 
of  this  problem. 

FEDERAL  PIPELINE  INSPECTORS 

Mr.  Price.  At  last  year's  hearing,  the  Safety  Board  indicated 
that  it  believed  that  RSPA  does  not  have  sufficient  pipeline  staff 
to  conduct  investigations  as  frequently  as  necessary  and  to  ensure 
compliance  with  its  pipeline  regulations  and  that  RSPA  should  con- 
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tinue  to  work  with  the  States  to  bring  about  increased  compliance. 
How  many  federal  pipeline  inspectors  do  you  believe  are  necessary, 
given  that  states  have  shared  responsibility  for  pipeline  inspec- 
tions? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  of  1991,  46  States  inspect  natural  gas  pipelines,  but  only  13  inspect  liquid 
pipelines.  Those  States  with  no  State  programs  (4)  should  have  an  inspector.  In  ad- 
dition, States  with  liquid  pipelines  and  no  inspectors,  should  also  have  an  inspector. 
Finally,  States  with  a  large  number  of  liquid  and  natiu-al  gas  transmission  lines, 
numerous  underground  storage  facilities,  or  new  construction  of  large  lines  may 
warrant  additional  inspectors.  The  Safety  Board  estimates  that  perhaps,  as  many 
as  25  new  inspectors  may  be  warranted. 

PIPELINE  SAFETY  REGULATORY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Price.  Secretary  Peiia  directed  RSPA's  Office  of  Pipeline 
Safety  to  develop  an  action  plan  to  respond  more  quickly  and  com- 
prehensively to  pipeline  spills  that  pose  potential  environmental 
hazards.  That  plan  involves  accelerating  several  rulemakings  that 
address  pipeline  safety  and  environmental  issues.  These 
rulemakings  address:  hydrostatic  testing  of  older  pipelines;  pre- 
viously excepted  low  stress  pipelines;  smart  "pigging"  of  new  and 
replaced  pipelines;  liquid  operator  damage  prevention  programs; 
and  emergency  flow  restricting  devices. 

Has  the  Safety  Board  reviewed  RPSA's  plans?  Do  you  agree  with 
the  priorities  that  RSPA  has  established  for  the  pipeline  safety  reg- 
ulatory program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  reviewed  RSPA's  six  month  regulatory  agenda,  and  RSPA 
has  provided  the  Safety  Board  with  a  projection  of  regulatory  action  in  response  to 
the  Pipeline  Safety  Act  of  1992.  We  have  had  discussions  and  correspondence  on 
some  of  the  subject  regulations,  and  we  have  responded  to  two  NPRMs  (excepted 
low  stress  pipelines  and  smart  "pigging"  of  new  and  replaced  pipelines).  In  general, 
the  Safety  Board  agrees  with  RSPA's  plans.  We  have  issued  recommendations  on 
all  of  the  subject  regulations,  some  over  20  years  ago.  AH  of  the  regulations  are 
needed  and  should  have  priority  assigned  to  them. 

NTSB  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Price.  The  President's  budget  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  for 
NTSB  is  very  lean.  The  request  is  for  $37,305  million,  an  increase 
of  $200,000  over  fiscal  year  1994.  However,  when  one  factors  in  the 
proposed  reduction  of  $259,000  in  GSA  rental  payments  that  was 
transmitted  by  the  administration  after  the  budget  was  released, 
your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  would  actually  be  lower  than  your  cur- 
rent budget.  What  will  be  the  impact  on  your  operations  of  such 
a  tight  budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Overall,  the  impact  of  this  reduced  funding  level  is  a  reduction  15  FTE  positions 
from  our  fiscal  year  1994  strength.  These  staffing  cuts  will  fxirther  exacerbate  the 
Board's  current  staffing  depth  problems  in  critical  specialty  areas.  As  a  result,  when 
accidents  occur  simvdtaneously  or  back  to  back,  we  may  not  be  able  to  launch  com- 
plete multi-disciplinary  go-teams.  In  addition,  the  traveling  public  will  experience 
a  reduced  level  of  safety  oversight  in  both  aviation  and  stiHace  modes,  less  timely 
reports,  a  decrease  in  the  number  of  safety  improvement  recommendations  to  cor- 
rect identified  safety  problems,  and  a  less  vigilant  effort  devoted  to  ensuring  imple- 
mentation of  recommended  safety  improvements. 

Further,  our  investigators  will  be  faced  with  more  physical,  emotional,  and  psy- 
cholt^cal  demands  than  they  already  experience  as  they  face  tragedy  almost  every 
day.  Training  of  our  staff  to  ensure  their  currency  with  state-of-9ie-art  techniques 
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and  technologies  will  be  hampered  due  to  lack  of  backup  expertise.  In  addition,  our 
backlog  of  appeal  cases  will  increase  causing  a  degradation  in  safety  as  alleged  vio- 
lators continue  to  fly  while  awaiting  disposition  of  their  appeal  by  the  Board. 

Mr.  Price.  Your  justifications  indicate  that  the  President's  fiscal 
year  1995  request  for  the  Safety  Board  is  sufficient  to  fund  only 
343  full  time  equivalents  in  fiscal  year  1995,  a  decrease  of  15  FTEs 
below  your  fiscal  year  1994  level.  Is  there  a  disagreement  between 
the  Safety  Board  and  0MB  on  how  many  FTEs  your  1995  request 
will  support? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No,  there  is  no  disagreement  between  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
and  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (0MB)  on  how  many  FTEs  our  1995  re- 
quest will  support.  The  350  FTE  reflected  in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  request 
is  OMB's  determination  of  the  staffing  level  necessary  for  the  Safety  Board  to  com- 
ply with  the  President's  emplojrment  reduction  initiatives  for  fiscal  year  1995. 

FTE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Price.  How  would  the  Safety  Board  implement  the  15  FTE 
reduction? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  know  precisely  where  the  position  reduction  will  take  place,  since  we 
expect  attrition  to  get  us  to  our  target.  However,  because  most  of  oxir  positions  are 
in  the  technical  and  investigative  areas,  we  expect  that  most  of  the  attrition  will 
come  from  our  technical  and  investigative  specialties,  thus  further  exacerbating  our 
staffing  depth  problems.  Although  we  expect  attrition  to  get  us  to  ovu-  FTE  target 
in  fiscal  year  1995,  it  likely  will  take  us  a  period  of  years  to  achieve  the  optimum 
mix  of  positions  at  the  reduced  level  of  343  PTEs. 

ACCIDENT  INVESTIGATION  STAFFING 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year,  it  seems  that  we  had  an  unusual  number 
of  railroad  and  marine  accidents,  with  fewer  aviation  accidents. 
Was  this  the  case?  If  so,  how  did  that  mix  of  accidents  affect  the 
Safety  Board's  ability  to  properly  staff  those  accident  investiga- 
tions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Obviously,  having  an  vmusually  high  number  of  accidents  in  any  mode  puts  a  tre- 
mendous strain  on  our  staff,  forcing  many  of  investigators  to  juggle  several  acci- 
dents at  one  time.  Although  we  were  able  to  properly  staff  these  investigations  it 
has  caused  both  training  and  vacations  to  be  canceled  and  delays  in  issuing  reports. 

NTSB  STAFFING  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Price.  In  the  past,  the  Safety  Board  has  indicated  that  there 
is  a  lack  of  staffing  depth  in  critical  positions.  Did  you  have  a  prob- 
lem in  that  regard  last  year?  If  so,  in  what  areas? 

[The  information  follows:] 

To  varying  degrees,  last  year  we  experienced  staffing  depth  problems  in  all  modes 
of  transportation,  but  primarily  in  the  technical  support  areas  such  as  aircraft  sys- 
tems, airworthiness,  air  traffic  control,  flight/event  recorders  aircraft  performance, 
track  structures/dynamics,  bridge  engineering,  materials  analysis,  human  perform- 
ance, survival  factors,  and  safety  recommendation  foUowup.  The  proposed  reduction 
of  15  FTEs  will  further  exacerbate  this  problem. 

NTSB  STAFFING  NEEDS 

Mr.  Price.  What  is  the  Safety  Board's  estimate  of  the  amount  re- 
quired in  fiscal  year  1995  to  maintain  your  current  staffing  level? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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Maintaining  our  current  staffing  level  of  358  FTEs  would  require  $38.7  million. 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board's  fiscal  year  1995  0MB  submission 
requested  384  full  time  equivalent  positions  for  fiscal  year  1995,  34 
FTE  positions  more  than  your  fiscal  year  1994  level  and  41  FTE 
positions  more  than  the  President's  budget.  At  a  time  when  the 
Federal  Government  is  scaling  back  on  personnel,  why  do  you  be- 
lieve the  Safety  Board  should  receive  more  staff? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  384  FTE  level  requested  by  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  for  fis- 
cal year  1995  is  consistent  with  our  authorized  level,  and  also  is  the  level  we  have 
determined  is  necessary  to  provide  an  adequate  depth  of  staff  in  our  critical  inves- 
tigative and  technical  positions.  Achieving  this  staffing  level  is  necessary  for  the 
Safety  Board  to  provide  essential  services  in  investigation  transportation  accidents 
and  in  making  recommendations  to  prevent  future  accidents.  The  Board's  critical 
"watchdog"  role  has  a  direct  impact  on  the  level  of  public  confidence  in  our  Nation's 
transportation  system,  especially  in  the  aftermath  of  a  catastrophic  accident. 

The  Safety  Board's  oversight  role  is  critical  in  all  modes  of  public  transportation 
where  travelers  have  little  or  no  opportunity  to  ensure  their  own  safety.  Our  vigi- 
lance assure  the  public  that  our  transportation  systems  are  safe  and  that  when  an 
accident  does  occur  the  Safety  Board's  independent  analysis  will  help  to  ensure  their 
futvu-e  safety. 

NTSB  STAFFING  ANALYSIS 

Mr.  Price.  Was  a  detailed  staffing  analysis  conducted  to  arrive 
at  the  384  FTEs  requested  or  were  the  384  FTEs,  included  in  your 
0MB  submission  merely  because  this  is  the  number  of  staff  in- 
cluded in  your  authorizing  legislation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  detailed  analysis  was  performed  in  1989,  to  determine  the  optimum  staffing 
depth  for  each  of  our  programs.  Not  having  a  fuU  complement  of  staff  in  critical  dis- 
ciplines reduces  our  flexibility  in  covering  both  major  and  non-major  aviation  and 
surface  transportation  accidents  and  incidents  in  the  U.S.,  as  well  as  foreign  avia- 
tion accidents,  causing  us  to  narrow  the  scope  of  some  investigations,  causing  pos- 
sible delays  in  issuing  safety  recommendations,  and  limiting  our  abUity  to  followup 
on  these  recommendations. 

NATIONAL  PERFORMANCE  REVIEW 

Mr.  Price.  As  you  know,  the  National  Performance  Review  re- 
port calls  for  a  cumulative  personnel  reduction  in  executive  agen- 
cies of  12  percent  by  1999.  Should  the  Safety  Board  be  exempt  from 
additional  personnel  reductions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  our  November  1,  1993,  preliminary  plan  to  streamline  the  National  Transpor- 
tation Safety  Board  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  (0MB),  the 
Safety  Board  asked  to  be  exempted  from  the  targeted  reductions  in  staffing.  The 
Board's  staffing  level  is  currently  approximately  350  employees,  which  is  the  target 
level  for  Safety  Board  staffing  for  FY  1994  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order 
12839.  It  is  our  belief  that  the  350  FTE  level  is  the  minimum  level  necessary  to 
accomplish  oiu-  mission.  A  copy  of  our  November  1,  1993,  submission  to  0MB  is 
below. 
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National  Transportation  Safety  Board 


Office  of  the  Chairman 


Washington,  D.C.  20594 


November  1,  1993 


Honorable  Leon  E.  Panetta 

Director 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

Executive  Office  Building 

Washington.  DC   20503 

Dear  Mr.  Panetta: 

Enclosed  is  our  Preliminary  Plan  to  Streamline  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  in  accordance  with  your  memorandum  of  October  8,  1993  entitled 
"Agency  Streamlining  Plans,"   and  the  "Informational  Guidance"  which  amplified   your 
memorandum.  This  plan  provides  general  information  on  the  Board's  National 
Performance  Review  implementation  plans. 

We  will  be  providing  a  more  detailed  plan  in  our  December  1,  1993  response  to 
the  President's  memorandum  of  September  11,  1993,  entitled,  "Streamlining  the 
Bureaucracy." 

Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  further  assistance. 

Sincerely, 


Carl  W.  Vogt 
Chairman 


Enclosure 
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PRELIMINARY  PLAN  TO  STREAMLINE 
THE  NATIONAL  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY  BOARD 


The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  is  a  small  agency,  with  approximately 
350  employees,  whose  primary  responsibility  is  the  investigation  of  transportation 
accidents  and  other  safety  problems,  in  all  five  modes  of  transportation.  These 
investigations  result  in  the  development  of  safety  recommendations  to  correct  any  safety 
problems  uncovered. 

The  Safety  Board  accomplishes  this  large  transportation  role  with  a  very  small 
dedicated  staff  which  has  never  exceeded  400  employees,  and  during  the  early  80's  the 
staff  was  reduced  to  approximately  300  employees.  The  300  level  disrupted  the  Safety 
Board's  ability  to  accomplish  its  transportation  safety  responsibilities  and  we  have  been 
working  diligently  since  1982  with  OMB  and  the  Congress  to  rebuild  our  transportation 
safety  programs  to  the  minimum  level  necessary  to  meet  our  statutory  mandate.  The 
Safety  Board  staffing  level  is  currently  approximately  350  employees,  which  is  the  target 
level  for  Safety  Board  staffing  for  FY  1994  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  12839. 
However,  our  plan  does  not  indicate  further  reductions  in  our  staffing  because  the  350 
level  is  the  critical  mass  needed  to  effectively  accomplish  our  transportation  safety 
mission. 

The  350  level  is  the  minimum  level  necessary  to  accomplish  our  mission  because 
our  accident  investigation  responsibilities  in  ail  modes  of  transportation  require  a  wide 
variety  of  skills.  In  many  instances,  we  have  only  one  or  two  people  on  our  staff  with  the 
required  skills  to  accomplish  a  given  task.  Therefore,  should  the  staff  be  reduced  below 
the  350  level,  we  must  of  necessity  eliminate  the  application  of  certain  skills  to  our 
accident  investigations,  with  a  concurrent  reduction  in  accident  prevention  potential  and 
investigative  thoroughness. 

In  addition,  reductions  in  staffing  at  the  Safety  Board  will  generate  only  minimal 
savings.  Twelve  percent  of  our  FY  1993  staffing  level  (if  we  were  required  to  take  the  full 
targeted  reduction)  would  generate  only  43  FTE  in  savings.  This  is  a  disastrous  reduction 
for  the  Safety  Board,  but  is  inconsequential  in  terms  of  the  252,000  position  reduction 
projected  government  wide. 

Accordingly,  we  request  to  be  exempted  from  the  targeted  reductions  in  staffing, 
as  agencies  with  under  100  employees  are  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order  12839. 
The  rationale  for  exempting  the  Safety  Board  and  other  agencies  of  similar  size  is  the 
same  as  that  for  exempting  agencies  with  under  100  employees. 

The  request  to  be  exempted  from  Executive  Order  12839  does  not  indicate  a  lack 
of  support  for  the  Administration's  efforts  to  streamline  government.  In  fact,  we  think  that 
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the  Safety  Board  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  efforts  to  make  government  more 
responsive,  effective  and  efficient  in  the  past  and  we  will  continue  to  seek  out  innovative 
approaches  in  the  future  which  will  avert  the  need  for  additional  resources. 

In  our  core  area  of  responsibility,  accident  investigation,  we  have  minimized  our 
need  for  resources  by  developing  procedures  to  accomplish  our  responsibilities  using  the 
resources  of  others. 

The  Safety  Board  investigative  staff  manages  other  experts  from  industry  and 
government  in  the  collection  of  facts,  conditions  and  circumstances  surrounding  the 
accidents  we  investigate.  The  participation  of  these  other  "parties"  greatly  multiplies  the 
Board's  resources  and  without  the  donated  assistance  provided  by  these  parties  the 
Board  could  not  accomplish  its  large  volume  of  work  with  its  current  resources.  There  is 
also  an  additional  safety  benefit  from  this  participation  in  that  it  ensures  general 
agreement  over  the  findings  of  the  investigation,  and  allows  first-hand  access  to 
information  so  that  appropriate  corrective  actions  may  be  taken  immediately  by  the 
parties.  The  leveraging  of  Federal  resources  which  this  Safety  Board  policy  has  been 
accomplishing  is  precisely  the  type  of  innovative  management  of  Federal  programs  called 
for  in  the  National  Performance  Review. 

Another  means  by  which  the  Safety  Board  multiplies  the  use  of  its  limited  accident 
investigation  resources  is  by  delegating  the  accidents  with  lesser  accident  prevention 
potential  to  other  government  agencies.  For  example,  the  Board  currently  delegates  the 
investigation  of  aviation  accidents  involving  agricultural,  experimental,  and  home-built 
aircraft  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  while  retaining  only  the  determination  of 
the  probable  cause  of  these  accidents.  In  the  railroad  area,  the  Board  only  investigates 
about  40  percent  of  the  railroad  accidents,  leaving  the  remainder  for  investigation  by  other 
state  or  Federal  authorities.  In  the  marine  area,  the  Board  only  independently  investigates 
approximately  eight  percent  of  the  major  marine  accidents,  requesting  the  Coast  Guard 
to  investigate  the  others  for  it.  In  the  pipeline  function,  the  Board  requests  that  state  and 
Federal  pipeline  authorities  investigate  approximately  75  percent  of  all  accidents  each 
year.  By  selecting  only  those  accidents  with  the  most  accident  prevention  potential,  while 
delegating  the  investigation  of  other  accidents,  the  Board  achieves  the  maximum  safety 
benefit  from  its  limited  resources.  However,  investigations  delegated  to  agencies  that 
have  regulatory  authority  always  run  the  risk  of  producing  biased  findings  that  fail  to 
identify   regulatory  inadequacies  or  insufficient  regulatory  agency  oversight. 

By  utilizing  the  resources  of  others,  however,  the  Safety  Board  has  been  able  to 
maintain  a  relatively  constant  employment  level  in  the  face  of  continually  increasing 
complexity  in  the  accidents  we  are  required  to  investigate.  Technological  advances  in  the 
aviation  industry,  for  example,  have  resulted  in  glass  cockpits,  fly-by-wire  and  use  of 
composite  materials;  advances  in  the  railroad  industry  have  resulted  in  satellite  and 
ground  based  advanced  train  control  systems,  sophisticated  electronic  alerting  devices, 
digitized  electronic  event  recorders,  and  end-of-train  telemetry  devices;  and  marine 
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industry  technological  advances  have  included  satellite  electronic  navigation  and  small 
water  plane  area  tv^in  hulls.  These  and  other  advances  in  technology  have  contributed 
to  the  necessary  specialization  of  our  staff  and  the  lack  of  staffing  depth  in  most  specialty 
areas. 

The  Safety  Board  has  also  used  technology  and  other  management  improvements 
to  obtain  the  greatest  productivity  from  our  limited  staff  and  avoid  staff  increases.  The 
Board  has  invested  heavily  in  automation.  Almost  every  employee  at  the  Board  has  a 
computer  on  their  desk  and  many  employees  use  laptops  v^hen  travelling  or  on  accident 
investigations.  We  have  installed  a  new  technology  local  area  network  to  connect  all  of 
our  computers  and  enable  the  transfer  of  information  between  all  employees  including  the 
regional  office  staffs.  Our  most  recent  technological  improvement  has  been  the  installation 
of  a  paperless  office  concept  using  optical  imaging  equipment  to  allow  our  investigative 
staffs  to  develop  their  reports,  which  include  pictures  and  graphics,  without  the  transfer 
of  paper.  Additionally,  we  also  share  technology  with  the  agencies  in  the  Department  of 
Transportation  with  which  we  primarily  interface  (FAA.  FRA,  NHTSA,  and  USCG). 

The  Safety  Board  has  also  implemented  a  significant  number  of  management 
improvements  to  increase  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  staff.  These  initiatives 
are  directly  in  line  with  the  management  practices  described  in  the  National  Performance 
Review. 

The  first  step  the  Board  took  to  improve  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  our 
operations  was  to  streamline  the  Safety  Board  organization  so  that  managers  are 
accountable  for  their  functions  and  have  all  the  resources  under  their  control  to  complete 
their  end  products. 

A  second  step  was  to  decentralize  the  decision  making  responsibility,  including 
budget  authority,  from  top  management  to  the  divisions  and  regional  offices.  This  change 
has  allowed  us  to  eliminate  some  support  positions  and  convert  them  to  additional 
investigative  positions. 

A  third  step  we  took  was  to  have  each  Office  develop  a  mission  statement  and 
goals  and  objectives  for  their  organization.  The  objectives  include  specific  measures  of 
quality,  quantity,  and  timeliness  of  all  Board  workload  products,  such  as  safety 
recommendations,  accident  investigation  reports  and  safety  studies.  Periodic  meetings 
are  held  to  assess  progress  in  meeting  these  goals  and  objectives.  In  addition,  the  goals 
and  objectives  are  updated  annually  to  assure  that  we  are  continually  improving  our 
effectiveness  and  efficiency. 

However,  despite  this  significant  long-term  attention  to  improved  efficiency,  we 
welcome  the  Report  of  the  National  Performance  Review  and  the  additional  incentive  of 
the  President's  plan  to  Streamline  the  Bureaucracy  and  we  plan  to  further  improve  our 
organization  and  programs  in  accordance  with  those  guidelines.  The  following  are  some 
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of  the  further  activities  that  we  plan  to  undertake. 

Analyze  Mission  and  Functions.  The  first  activity  that  we  will  undertake  is  a  detailed 
review  of  our  mission  and  functions.  The  goal  of  this  review  is  to:  (1)  determine  if  the 
functions  need  to  be  accomplished  at  all;  and  (2)  if  the  functions  should  be  accomplished, 
then,  should  they  be  accomplished  at  the  Federal,  state  or  loca[  level. 

Reduce  the  Ratio  of  Managers  and  Supervisors  to  Other  Personnel.  The  Safety  Board 
is  taking  a  two  pronged  approach  to  addressing  this  item.  First,  we  will  carefully  review 
each  supervisory  and  management  position  that  becomes  vacant  to  determine  if  it  can 
be  eliminated  or  consolidated  with  the  functions  of  another  position.  Second,  we  will 
identify  creative  ways  in  which  to  encourage  supervisors  and  managers  whose  positions 
might  be  consolidated  or  restructured  to  retire  or  accept  other  positions.  We  have  already 
been  working  with  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management  to  determine  the  feasibility  of 
implementing  some  of  these  ideas.  However,  the  Safety  Board,  along  with  most  small 
agencies,  has  a  higher  supervisor  to  employee  ratio  than  the  average  in  government 
because  of  the  variety  of  skills  required  and  the  small  number  of  personnel  in  each 
technical  area.  It  is,  therefore,  not  realistic  to  expect  that  we.  or  other  small  technical 
agencies,  will  be  able  to  meet  the  1  to  15  ratio  established  for  government  as  a  whole. 

Restructure  the  Organization.  We  are  going  to  re-analyze  the  whole  organizational 
structure  of  tJne  Safety  Board.  The  goal  of  this  multifaceted  review  is  to  identify  ways:  (1) 
in  which  Regional  Offices  and  headquarters  organizational  units  can  be  eliminated  or 
consolidated;  (2)  in  which  even  more  authority  can  be  delegated  to  the  lower  levels  in  the 
organization;  (3)  to  decentralize  decision  making  to  the  lowest  levels  in  the  organization; 
(4)  to  reduce  unnecessary  controls  and  micromanagement;  (5)  to  eliminate  unnecessary 
vertical  layering;  and  (6)  to  empower  employees  by  making  them  accountable  and 
responsible  for  performance  and  results,  and  providing  them  with  the  flexibility  to  develop 
alternative  approaches  to  accomplishing  their  mission. 

Reduce  Internal  Management  Regulations  and  Administrative  Staff.  The  Safety  Board 
intends  to  review  all  of  its  internal  management  regulations  and  we  expect  to  reduce 
these  regulations  to  the  same  degree  that  concurrent  regulations  are  reduced  by  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management,  and  the  General 
Services  Administration.  The  Safety  Board,  like  most  small  agencies,  has  only  the 
minimum  amount  of  internal  management  regulations  required  because  we  do  not  have 
staff  members  dedicated  solely  to  writing  regulations;  our  regulations  are  written  instead 
by  the  operations  staff  as  a  collateral  duty.  We,  also,  intend  to  review  the  budget, 
acquisition,  accounting,  auditing  and  personnel  functions  in  conjunction  with  the  reduction 
in  regulations  to  determine  what  staffing  reductions  can  be  accomplished.  It  should  be 
noted,  however,  that  small  agencies  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  make  as  large  a 
percentage  reduction  in  these  areas  as  large  agencies,  since  the  regulation-writing  staffs 
in  large  agencies  would  be  an  immediate  source  of  reductions.  Also,  small  agencies  have 
very  limited  numbers  of  employees  in  the  other  functional  areas  cited  for  reduction.  For 
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example,  we  do  not  have  auditors  and  we  have  only  one  contracting  position  and  one 
procurement  position;  we  obviously  need  some  expertise  in  each  of  these  areas. 

Increase  (Jse  of  New  Technology.  The  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  utilize  new 
technology  to  increase  the  productivity  of  its  staff  and  operations.  This  effort  will  be  even 
more  important  in  the  future  than  it  has  been  in  the  past,  if  the  Safety  Board  is  to 
maintain  its  productivity,  effectiveness  and  efficiency  in  the  face  of  static  resources. 

Enhance  Employee  Morale.  The  Safety  Board  places  a  high  priority  on  good  employee 
morale.  It  will  be  necessary  to  increase  our  efforts  to  maintain  high  morale  because  of 
the  changes  and  disruptions  that  will  be  occurring  as  a  result  of  further  streamlining  of 
Safety  Board  programs.  Employee  empowerment  will  be  emphasized  to  assure  that 
employees  see  the  benefits  of  the  changes.  In  addition,  special  emphasis  will  be  placed 
on  employee  training  and  crosstraining  to  alleviate  the  anxiety  associated  with  any 
changes.  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  Board  has  only  one  Employee 
Development  Specialist  to  accomplish  this  new  work,  in  addition  to  continuing  to  carry  out 
all  other  current  Board  training  requirements. 

Improve  Customer  Service.  The  Board  has  had  a  customer  service  program  in  our 
administrative  area  for  the  last  two  years.  We  plan  to  expand  the  program  to  all  offices. 
The  primary  thrust  of  our  expanded  plan  will  be  to  identify  who  all  of  our  customers  are 
and  find  out  what  these  customers  expect  from  us.  Based  on  our  customers'  expectations 
we  will  develop  quality  standards  and  continually  measure  our  results  against  these 
standards. 

In  conclusion,  in  many  ways  the  Safety  Board  has  already  been  operating  in 
accordance  with  the  tenets  of  the  National  Performance  Review  by:  addressing  real  world 
tangible  problems,  allowing  industry  full  participation  in  our  work,  delegating  activities  to 
the  state  and  local  level  wherever  practical,  making  recommendations  instead  of 
regulations,  and  disseminating  all  our  reports  and  findings  to  as  wide  a  customer  base 
as  possible.  In  addition,  we  are  a  small,  manageable  organization  that  can  react  quickly 
to  changes  in  the  transportation  environment  to  meet  our  customers  needs.  As  with  many 
small  entrepreneurial  organizations,  we  can  implement  a  solution  in  the  time  it  takes  a 
large  department  to  form  a  task  force,  to  develop  a  plan,  and  to  identify  the  problem. 

We  look  forward  to  working  toward  achieving  many  of  the  innovative  management 
improvements  of  the  National  Performance  Review. 
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AUTHORIZED  LEVELS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  the  authorized  funding  levels  for  the 
Safety  Board  for  fiscal  years  1995  through  1997. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Last  year  the  House  of  Representatives  passed  a  reauthorization  bill  at  the  follow- 
ing levels;  $37,580,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1994;  $44,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  September  30,  1995;  and  $45,100,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  September  30,  1996. 

Identical  legislation  was  reported  out  of  the  Senate  Commerce,  Science  and  Tech- 
nology Committee  last  year  and  is  pending  on  the  Senate  Calendar.  As  of  March 
10,  1993,  the  full  Senate  has  not  acted  on  the  legislation. 

BOARD  MEMBER  TERMS 

Mr.  Price.  Would  you  review  the  status  of  each  of  the  Board 
members'  terms? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  terms  of  the  five  Board  members  follow: 

Chairman  Carl  W.  Vogt  Membership  began  June  22,  1992.  Term  as  Member 

expires  December  31,  1996.  Term  as  Chairman  ex- 
pires June  21,  1994. 

Vice  Chairman  Susan  M.  Membership  began  February  11,  1990.  Term  as  Mem- 
Coughlin.  ber  expired  December  31,   1993.  Present  term  as 

Vice  Chairman  expires  June  20,  1994. 

John  K.  Lauber  Membership  began  November  25,  1985.  Second  term 

as  Member  expires  December  31,  1994. 

John  A.  Hammerschmidt  ...  Membership  began  July  1,  1991.  Term  as  Member  ex- 
pires December  31,  1995. 

James  E.  Hall  Membership  began  October  15,  1993.  Term  as  Mem- 
ber expires  December  31,  1997. 

NTSB  STAFFING  LEVEL 

IVIr.  Price.  At  the  343  FTE  level  funded  under  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1995  request,  it  appears  that  the  Safety  Board  would  be 
absorbing  a  greater  staffing  reduction  than  the  government-wide 
target  of  a  4  percent  below  fiscal  year  1993  level.  Is  that  an  accu- 
rate assessment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  that  is  an  accurate  assessment.  The  343  FTE  level  fiinded  under  the  Presi- 
dent's fiscal  year  1995  request  reflects  an  8  percent  reduction  from  the  fiscal  year 
1993  level,  or  twice  the  government-wide  target. 

STAFFING  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Do  you  anticipate  any  reductions-in-force  in  fiscal 
year  1995  to  order  to  achieve  the  proposed  15  FTE  staffing  reduc- 
tions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  will  make  our  staffing  cuts  through  attrition.  The  down  side  of  relying  on  at- 
trition, of  course,  is  that  we  have  no  idea  which  positions  will  become  vacant  over 
the  next  several  months.  It  likely  will  take  us  a  period  of  years  to  achieve  the  opti- 
mum mix  of  positions  at  the  reduced  level  of  343. 

NTSB  STAFFING  LEVEL 

Mr.  Price.  Please  supply  information  on  the  assumptions  that 
the  Safety  Board  used  to  arrive  at  an  estimate  of  343  FTEs  in  fis- 
cal year  1995,  and  the  assumptions  used  by  0MB  in  developing  the 
Safety  Board's  budget  and  FTE  level. 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  Analysis  of  Changes  section  of  our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  provides 
more  detail  regarding  the  Safety  Board's  assumptions.  However,  in  general  we  ex- 
pect that  it  will  be  necessary  to  absorb  approximately  $1.7  million  in  uncontrollable 
cost  increases  in  fiscal  year  1995.  In  order  to  cover  these  inflationary  as  well  as  pay- 
related  increases,  the  Board  assumes  $.2  million  in  additional  funding,  a  $.1  million 
reduction  in  administrative  expenses  in  accordance  with  0MB  Bulletin  93-09  (Exec- 
utive Order  12837),  and  $1.4  million  savings  through  reductions  in  staff.  The  staff 
reduction  is  based  on  the  Board's  current  average  cost  per  FTE  of  approximately 
$94,000,  which  includes  both  pay  and  non-pay  expenses.  Should  the  attrition  occur 
in  positions  at  lower  compensation  levels  than  the  average,  the  required  reduction 
in  FTE  to  achieve  the  necessary  dollar  savings  would  be  hdgher. 

The  350  FTE  level  reflected  in  the  President's  fiscal  year  1995  request  is  OMB's 
determination  of  the  staffing  level  necessary  for  the  Safety  Board  to  comply  with 
the  President's  emplojmient  reduction  initiatives  for  fiscal  year  1995.  Except  for  the 
fact  that  we  are  expected  to  absorb  practically  all  cost  increases  in  fiscal  year  1995, 
we  do  not  know  what  specific  dollar  assumptions  0MB  used  in  developing  the  Safe- 
ty Board's  budget. 

NTSB  ON-BOARD  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  table  that  details  your  current  on- 
board employment  by  major  organizational  unit  within  the  NTSB. 
[The  information  follows:] 

On-board  emplo3mient  as  of  February  28,  1994  is  as  follows: 

Policy  &  Direction  50 

Aviation  Safety 124 

Surface  Trans.  Safety  „ 91 

Research  &  Engineering 55 

Administration  28 

Administrative  Law  Judges  15 

Total  363 

NTSB  STAFFING  REQUEST  TO  OMB 

IVIr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  table  that  displays  the  additional  po- 
sitions requested  in  the  Safety  Board's  OMB  submission  by  type  of 
position  and  office  within  NTSB,  and  include  the  justification  made 
to  OMB  for  those  positions. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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In  order  to  fulfill  our  vital  transportation  safety  oversight  role,  and  keep 
abreast  with  the  introduction  of  advanced  technologies  in  the  transportation 
environment  and  the  annual  growth  in  the  transportation  industry,  we  must 
further  enhance  our  staffing  depth  for  each  of  our  critical  technical  and 
investigative  functions.  The  result  will  be  improved  safety  in  aviation,  railroad, 
highway,  marine,  and  hazardous  materials  transportation  through  more 
complete  investigations,  more  timely  and  well-written  reports,  and  an  increase 
in  the  number  of  safety  improvement  recommendations  to  correct  identified 
safety  problems. 

Further,  our  investigators  will  be  faced  with  fewer  physical,  emotional, 
and  psychological  demands  which  are  especially  inherent  to  an  understaffed 
organization  such  as  ours,  whose  employees  experience  tragedy  almost  every 
day.  These  resources  also  will  help  to  implement  the  Board's  new  civil  penalty 
adjudicatory  function  and  to  reduce  the  significant  backlog  of  appeal  cases  that 
currently  await  disposition  by  either  the  Administrative  Law  Judges  or  the  full 
Board.  Finally,  the  Board  will  be  better  able  to  handle  the  increasing  amount 
of  litigation  arising  from  its  accident  investigations. 

The  lack  of  sufficient  depth  in  individual  areas  of  expertise  also  affects 
our  ability  to  provide  the  annual  training  needed  to  keep  abreast  of  new 
technology,  and  to  instill  the  leadership  skills  needed  for  progression  to 
management,  including  senior  investigative  positions.  If  sufficient  resources  are 
not  made  available,  the  Safety  Board  will  be  unable  to  provide  this  vital  training. 
As  a  result,  it  will  be  difficult  to  retain  qualified  employees,  and  the  Board  will 
have  to  rely  more  and  more  on  the  technical  expertise  to  its  investigations  to 
determine  the  probable  cause(s)  of  accidents.  This  arrangement  is  not 
acceptable  because  it  seriously  jeopardizes  the  accuracy  and  objectivity  of 
theses  investigations,  and  creates  the  potential  for  a  public  perception  of 
conflicts  of  interest. 

The  34  additional  positions  follow: 

Staffing  Depth  in  Technical/Investigative  Specialties:  (27) 


Aviation: 

14 

Railroad: 

5 

Highway: 

4 

Marine: 

3 

Haz  Mat: 

1 

Aviation  Appeals  and  General  Litiaation:  (5) 
Computer  Programmer  Analyst:  (1) 
Personnel  Staffing  Specialist:  (1) 
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NTSB  STAFFING  LEVELS 

Mr.  Price,  Please  provide  a  table  that  details  fiscal  year  1994 
and  proposed  fiscal  year  1995  staffing  levels  in  headquarters,  re- 
gional and  field  offices. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Staffing  levels  in  headquarters  and  field  offices  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year 
1995  are  as  follows: 

FY  1994  FY  1995 

Headquarters 251  237 

Regional/Field  Offices  107  106 

Total  : 358  343 

SENIOR  EXECUTIVE  SERVICE  BONUSES 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  the  amounts  budgeted  for  senior  exec- 
utive service  bonuses  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995. 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1994  there  is  $50,000  budgeted  for  SES  awards.  In  fiscal  year  1995, 
we  have  budgeted  $60,000  for  SES  awards. 

SENIOR  EXECUTIVE  SERVICE  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  senior  executive  service 
employees  currently  on  board  and  their  grade  levels. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Position:  Grade  Level 

Managing  Director  (Vacant) ES-06 

Deputy  Managing  Director ES-06 

General  Counsel ES-06 

Deputy  General  Counsel  ES-03 

Director,  Office  of  Administration  ES-06 

Director,  Office  of  Aviation  Safety ES-06 

Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Aviation  Safety  ES-05 

Director,  Office  of  Research  and  Engineering  ES-06 

Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Research  Engineering  ES-02 

Director,  Office  of  Safety  Recommendations  ES-05 

Director,  Office  of  Surface  Transportation  Safety  (Vacant)  ES-05 

Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Surface  Transportation  Safety  ES-02 

MANGERS  AND  SUPERVISORS 

Mr.  Price.  What  is  the  current  ratio  of  managers  and  super- 
visors to  other  personnel  in  each  of  the  major  program  areas? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  current  ratio  of  managers  and  supervisors,  excluding  Members  and  their  staff 
and  Law  Judges,  to  other  personnel  in  each  of  the  major  program  areas  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

Policy  &  Direction  1:2.7 

Aviation  Safety 1:3.5 

Surface  Transportation  Safety  1:3.6 

Research  &  Engineering 1:5.4 

Administration  1:2.7 

Administrative  Law  Judges  (support  staff)  1:6.0 

Because  of  our  small  size,  many  of  our  managers  and  supervisors  perform  both 
professional  and  technical  tasks. 


114 
ACCIDENT  REPORT  TIMELINESS  TABLE 

Mr.  Price.  Please  update  for  the  hearing  record  the  tables  sum- 

!fot"^o2i    r?  ^V^®  required  to  issue  your  accident  reports  found  on 
page  288  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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ACCIDENT  REPORT  TIMELINESS 

Mr.  Price.  Data  submitted  last  year  indicates  that  it  now  takes 
the  Safety  Board  an  average  of  about  15  months  to  issue  a  major 
report.  Has  the  Safety  Board  explored  ways  to  implement  effi- 
ciencies that  might  reduce  the  time  required  to  complete  accident 
reports? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1993  the  Safety  Board  was  able  to  increase  its  staff  level  by  about 
5  FTEs  over  1992.  This,  in  addition  to  implementing  new  methods  to  improve  the 
quality  and  timeliness  of  our  accident  reports  have  resulted  in  improvements  in  the 
timeliness  of  issuing  aviation  accident  reports — from  12.8  months  in  fiscal  year  1991 
to  11.7  months  in  fiscal  year  1993.  However,  the  prospect  of  future  reductions  in 
staff  will  reverse  this  positive  trend. 

RECOMMENDATION  ACCEPTANCE  RATES/RESPONSES 

Mr.  Price.  Please  include  in  the  record  the  current  acceptance 
rates  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  and  average  response 
times  by  modal  administration  within  DOT. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Federal  Aviation  Administration 
1989-1993 


Year 

Recs.  issued 

Avg.  time  to  1st 
Response 

Acceptance 
Rate 

1989 

129 

73 

87.2% 

1990 

154 

69 

79.9% 

1991 

115 

66 

89.4% 

1992 

91 

68 

74.4% 

1993 

124 

68 

90.4% 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
1989-1993 


Year 

Recs.  Issued 

Avg.  time  to  1  st 
Response 

Acceptance 
Rate 

1989 

11 

117 

1 00% 

1990 

28 

220 

77.8% 

1991 

7 

116 

85.7% 

1992 

28 

145 

96.4% 

1993 

4 

113 

1 00% 

Federal  Railroad  Administration 
1989-1993 


Year 

Recs.  Issued 

Avg.  time  to  1st 
Response 

Acceptance 
Rate 

1989 

11 

249 

90.0% 

1990 

8 

115 

75.0% 

1991 

14 

420 

84.6% 

1992 

8 

110 

1 00% 

1993 

4 

92 

100% 
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National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration 

1989-1993 


Year 

Recs.  Issued 

Avg.  time  to  1st 
Response 

Acceptance 
Rate 

1989 

15 

117 

93.3% 

1990 

6 

115 

1 00% 

1991 

3 

118 

1 00% 

1992 

7 

127 

1 00% 

1993 

No  Recs.    Issued  to  NHTSA    in  1993 

Research  &  Special  Programs  Administration 

1989-1993 


Year 

Recs.  Issued 

Avg.  time  to  1st 
Response 

Acceptance 
Rate 

1989 

7 

99 

71.4% 

1990 

24 

180 

90.9% 

1991 

7 

205 

1 00% 

1992 

9 

143 

1 00% 

1993 

4 

65 

1 00% 

U.  S.  Coast  Guard 
1989-1993 


Year 

Recs.  Issued 

Avg.  time  to  1st 
Response 

Acceptance 
Rate 

1989 

82 

332 

64.9% 

1990 

53 

185 

86.3% 

1991 

16 

202 

75.0% 

1992 

25 

282 

95.6% 

1993 

24 

88 

90.0% 
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RECOMMENDATION  ACCEPTANCE  RATE  CALCULATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Why  does  the  Ssifety  Board's  acceptance  rate  calcula- 
tions include  recommendations  that  are  still  open,  including  those 
that  are  considered  "open-unacceptable"? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  "Acceptance  Rate"  effectiveness  criteria  was  developed  to  give  a 
"real  time"  picture  of  what  was  happening  with  our  recommendations.  The 
formula  used  to  determine  "Acceptance  Rate"  is: 


Acceptance  Rate  =      Sum  of  all  "Acceptable"  Recommendations 

(expressed  as  a  %)  (Open  &  Closed) 


All  issued-(sum  of  non-category  status 
recommendations 


This  formula  takes  into  account  all  recommendations  on  which  action  (or 
non-action)  is  complete  as  well  as  those  for  which  action  is  underway.  It 
removes  those  recommendations  have  no  status  assigned  as  yet  -  "Await 
Response"  and  "Response  Received."  and  discounts  those  that  have  been 
superseded,  reconsidered  or  overtaken  by  events. 
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RECOMMENDATION  ACCEPTANCE  RATES  CLOSED 

Mr.  Price.  Please  update  the  chart  concerning  closeouts  on  page 
291  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 


Year 


Closed 


Closed — acceptable  or 
acceptable  alternate 


Percent 


1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 


482 

331 

69 

624 

409 

66 

475 

281 

59 

365 

240 

66 

375 

281 

75 

298 

212 

71 

346 

212 

61 

573 

429 

75 

INVESTIGATIONS  AND  STUDIES  PENDING 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  list  of  all  major  accident  investiga- 
tion reports  and  safety  studies  that  are  pending. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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Aviation  Accident  Investigation  Reports  and  Safety  Studies  Pending 


Continental  Express 
Embraer  EMB-120 
Pinebluff,  Arkansas 
April  29,  1993 

Connie  Kalitta  Aba  ATI 
DC-8-61,  flight  808  N814CK 
Guantanamo  Bay,  NAS  Cuba 
August  18,  1993 

FAA  Beech  300 

KingAir,  N82 

Front  Royal,  Virginia 

October  26,  1993 

Express  Airlines  II 
dba  Northwest  Airlink 
BAe  Jetstream  31 
Hibbing,  Minnesota 
December  1,  1993 


Atlantic  Coast  Airlines 

dba  United  Express  flight  6291 

BAe  Jetstream  J4101 

Columbus,  Ohio 

January  7,  1994 

American  Eagle  flight  3641 

Saab  340 

False  River  Air  Park,  New  Roads,  LA 

February  1,  1994 

Continental  Airlines 

MD-80 

LaGuardia  Airport,  New  York 

March  2,  1994 

Safety  Studies 

Commuter  Airline  Safety 
Safety  of  On-Demand  Air  Taxis 
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Surface  Accident  Investigation  Reports  and  Safety  Studies  Pending 


Truck  Collision  with  a  Bridge 
Evergreen,  Alabama 
May  19,  1993 

Towboat  Collision  with  Judge  Seeber 

Bridge  and  Consequent  Bridge  Collapse 
New  Orleans,  LA 
May  28,  1993 

Pipeline  Explosion 
Northern  States  Power 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota 
July  22,  1993 

Derailment  of  Amtrak  Passenger 

Train  #2 
near  Saraland,  Alabama 
September  22,  1993 

U.S.  Tankship  OMI  Charger  Explosion 
Galveston,  Texas 
October  9,  1993 

Collision  of  Netherlands  Passenger  Ship 
NOORDAM  and  Greek  Bulk  Carrier 
MOUNT  YMITOS 
Gulf  of  Mexico 
November  6,  1993 

Schoolbus  Collision  with  a  Truck 
Snyder,  Oklahoma 
November  10,  1993 


Head-on  Collision  Between    Burlington 

Northern  and  Union  Pacific 

Freight  Trains 
Kelso,  Washington 
November  11,  1993 

Amtrak  Train  Grade  Crossing  Collision 

With  a  Truck 
Intercession  City,  Florida 
November  30,  1993 

Sinking  of  U.S.  Passenger  Vessel 
EL  TORO  II 
Chesapeake  Bay,  MD 
December  5,  1993 

Derailment  of  Ringling  Brothers, 
Bamum  &,  Bailey  Circus  Train 
Lakeland,  Florida 
January  13,  1994 

Safety  Studies 

The  Role  in  Fatigue  in  Commercial 
Vehicle  Accidents  Safety  Study 

Child  Passenger  Safety  Study 

Liquid  Petroleum  Pipelines  Special 
Investigation 
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SAFETY  STUDIES  PLANNED 

Mr.  Price.  What  safety  studies  have  not  been  initiated,  but  are 
planned  for  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Safety  Studies  planned  for  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995:  Child  occupant  protection; 
commuter  airlines  safety;  safety  of  on-demand  air  taxis;  highway/rail  grade  crossing 
safety. 

We  are  currently  discussing  what  additional  studies  will  be  proposed  for  imple- 
mentation in  fiscal  1996.  That  information  will  be  included  in  our  September  budget 
submission  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 

INVESTIGATION  EFFORTS  AND  STUDIES  COMPLETED 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  all  accident  investigation 
reports  and  safety  studies  completed  by  the  Safety  Board  in  1992 
and  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Aviation  Reports  Adopted  in  Calendar  Years  1992  and  1993 

United  Airlines  Flight  585 
Colorado  Springs  Municipal  Airport 
Colorado  Springs,  Colorado 
March  3,  1991 

Atlantic  Southeast  Airlines,  Inc.  Flight  2311 
Brunswick,  Georgia 
April  5,  1991 

L'Express  Airlines,  Inc.  Flight  508 
near  Birmingham,  Alabama 
July  10,  1991 

Continental  Express  Flight  2574 
Eagle  Lake,  Texas 
September  11,  1991 

Business  Express,  Inc., 

near  Block  Island,  Rhode  Island 

December  18,  1991 

Air  Transport  International,  Inc.  Flight  805 
Swanton,  Ohio 
February  15,  1992 

USAir  Flight  405 
LaGuardia  Airport 
Flushing,  New  York 
March  11,  1992 

Scenic  Air  Tours 

Mount  Haleakala,  Maui,  Hawaii 

April  22,  1992 

GP  Express  Airlines,  Inc. 
Anniston,  Alabama 
June  8,  1992 

Trans  World  Airlines  Flight  843 
John  F.  Kennedy  International  Airport 
Jamaica,  New  York 
July  30,  1992 

Midair  Collision 
Greenwood  Municipal  Airport 
Greenwood,  Indiana 
September  11,  1992 
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China  Airlines 

20  Miles  East  of  Japan 

December  7,  1992 

Japan  Airlines,  Inc. 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
March  31,  1993 

China  Eastern  Airlines 
over  the  Pacific 
April  6,  1993 

American  Airlines  Flight  102 
Dallas,  Texas 
April  14,  1993 

Public  Use  Aircraft 
State  of  South  Dakota 
Zwingle,  Iowa 
April  19,  1993 

GP  Express 

near  Shelton,  Nebraska 

April  18,  1993 

Aviation  Special  Investigations/Special  Studies 

Flight  Attendant  Training  and  Performance 
During  Err.ergency  Situations 

Piper  Aircraft  Corporation  PA-46  Malibu/Mirage 

Accidents/Incident 
May  31,  1989  to  March  17,  1991 

Alcohol  and  Other  Drug  Involvement  in 

Fatal  General  Aviation  Accidents 
1983  Through  1988 

Commercial  Space  Launch  Incident 

Orbital  Sciences  Corporation 

Pegasus/SCD-1 

80  Nautical  Miles  East  of  Cape  Canaveral,  Florida 

February  9,  1993 

A  Review  of  Flightcrew-lnvolved,  Major  Accidents 
of  U.S.  Air  Carriers,  1978  Through  1990 
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Highway  Reports  Adopted  in  Calendar  Years  1992  and  1993 

Greyhound  Bus  Run-Off-The  Road  Accidents 
Donegal,  Pennsylvania,  June  26,  1991  and 
Caroline,  New  York,  August  3,  1991 

Mayflower  Contract  Services,  Inc. 
Tour  Bus  Plunge  from  Tramway  Road 

and  Overturn 
near  Palm  Springs,  California 
July  31,  1991 

Charter  Bus  Loss  of  Control 

Overturn  and  Fire 
Vernon,  New  Jersey 
July  26,  1992 

Highway  Special  Investigations/Special  Studies 

Cargo  Tank  Rollover  Protection 
Medium/Heavy  Truck  Wheel  Separations 
Heavy  Vehicle  Airbrake  Performance 
Highway  Work  Zone  Safety 
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Marine  Reports  Adopted  in  Calendar  Years  1 992  and  1 993 

Capsizing  and  Sinking  of  the 
U.S.  Fishing  Vessel  SEA  KING 
near  Astoria,  Oregon 
January  11,  1991 

Ground  of  the  United  Kingdom 

Passenger  Vessel  RMS  QUEEN  ELIZABETH  2 
near  Cuttyhunk  Island 
Vineyard  Sound,  Massachusetts 
August  7,  1992 

Collision  of  the  U.S.  Towboat  FREMONT  and  Tow 
with  the  Grenadines-Registered  Containership 
JURAJ  DALMATINAC 

Houston  Ship  Channel 

December  21,  1992 

Marine  Special  Investigations/Special  Studies 

Accidents  Involving  Foreign  Passenger 

Ships  Operating  from  U.S.  Ports 
1990-  1991 

Recreational  Boating  Safety 
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Pipeline  Reports  Adopted  in  Calendar  Years  1992  and  1993 

Over-Pressure  of  Peoples  Gas  Light 

and  Coke  Company  Low-Pressure 

Distribution  System 
Chicago,  Illinois 
January  17,  1992 

Highly  Volatile  Liquids  Release  from 

Underground  Storage  Cavern  and  Explosion 
Mapco  Natural  Gas  Liquids,  Inc. 
Brenham,  Texas 
April  7,  1992 
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Railroad  Reports  Adopted  in  Calendar  Years  1992  and  1993 

Rear-End  Collision  Involving  Two 

Greater  Cleveland  Regional  Transit 

Authority  Trains  near  the  West  98th 

Street  Station 
Cleveland,  Ohio 
July  2,  1991 

Derailment  and  Subsequent  Collision  of 

Amtrak  Train  82  with  Rail  Cars  on  DuPont 

Siding  of  CSX  Transportation,  Inc.  at 
Lugoff,  South  Carolina 
July  31,  1991 

Head-On  Collision  Between 
Burlington  Northern  Railroad  Freight 

Trains  602  and  603 
near  Ledger,  Montana 
August  30,  1991 

Derailment  of  Amtrak  Train  87 

Silver  Meteor 
Palatka,  Florida 
December  17,  1991 

Collision  Between  Northern  Indiana  Commuter 

Transportation  District  Eastbound  Train  7 

and  Westbound  Train  1 2 
near  Gary,  Indiana 
January  18,  1993 

Railroad  Safety  Study 

Locomotive  Fuel  Tank  Integrity 

Inspection  and  Testing  of  Railroad  Tank  Cars 
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EMERGENCY  FUND 

Mr.  Price.  The  Board's  OMB  budget  submission  includes  a  re- 
quest of  $360,802  to  replenish  the  Board's  emergency  fund  to  its 
authorized  level  of  $1.0  million.  A  similar  request  was  made  last 
year.  Why  do  you  believe  that  the  existing  cushion  of  $639,189  pro- 
vides the  Board  with  insufficient  flexibility? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1982,  the  Congress  provided  the  Safety  Board  with  a  $1  million 
emergency  fund  to  allow  us  to  meet  our  accident  investigation  responsibilities  de- 
spite the  fluctuating  nature  of  transportation  accidents  and  their  costs. 

Although  the  Board  has  had  to  use  the  Emergency  Fund  only  twice  since  it  was 
estabUshed,  the  potential  for  substantial  accident  investigation  costs  remains.  Just 
one  accident  could  wipe  out  the  entire  fund.  Had  the  December  1988  bombing  of 
Pan  Am  Flight  103  occurred  a  few  minutes  later,  the  aircraft  would  have  been  over 
international  waters,  and  the  Safety  Board  would  have  taken  the  lead  in  the  inves- 
tigation. As  it  was,  the  British  Government  conducted  the  investigation  and  spent 
over  $30  million  for  this  one  investigation. 

Examples  of  emergencies  that  would  prompt  the  Board  to  use  this  special  funding 
mechanism  include:  (1)  funding  an  expensive  major  accident  investigation  occurring 
within  the  last  months  of  the  fiscal  year,  when  the  Board  would  not  have  the  flexi- 
bility to  reprogram  funds  from  other  areas;  and  (2)  to  pay  for  necessary  extraor- 
dinary costs  for  a  single  accident  investigation  that  would  far  exceed  the  normal 
costs  for  which  we  would  have  budgeted. 

The  Safety  Board's  emergency  fiind  ensures  that  there  always  will  be  sufficient 
funds  available  to  conduct  thorough  accident  investigations  and  to  identify  and  rec- 
ommend needed  safety  improvements,  particularly  in  years  in  which  there  is  a  large 
number  of  catastrophic  accidents.  However,  the  Safety  Board  will  use  this  fund  only 
when  it  determines  that  an  accident  investigation  is  required  in  the  interest  of  pub- 
lic safety  and  there  are  no  other  funds  available  to  perform  the  work. 

This  emergency  fund  should  be  a  continuing  fund,  which  is  maintained  at  the  $1 
million  level  through  replenishment  when  funds  are  used.  Restoring  these  funds  as 
they  are  expended  is  a  very  small  investment  to  make  to  ensure  that  sufficient 
funds  will  be  available  to  cover  unexpected,  urgent  needs  arising  from  catastrophic 
transportation  accidents. 

Mr.  Price.  When  was  the  last  time  that  the  Safety  Board  tapped 
the  emergency  fund  and  what  were  the  circumstances? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  occasion  that  prompted  our  most  recent  use  of  the  Emergency  Fund  was  to 
locate  and  recover  the  cargo  door  that  was  separated  from  a  United  Airhnes'  Boeing 
747  during  its  flight  over  the  Pacific  Ocean  in  February  of  1989.  The  total  cost  of 
this  operation  was  $443,000,  of  which  the  Safety  Board  contributed  only  $70,000, 
or  16  percent.  The  Safety  Board  was  not  able  to  share  equally  in  this  cost  due  to 
the  low  balance  in  the  Emergency  P\ind,  and  the  lack  of  any  assurances  that  these 
funds  would  be  replenished.  As  a  result  of  the  recovery,  the  Safety  Board  revised 
its  probable  cause  of  this  accident. 

ALCOHOL  AND  DRUG  TESTING 

Mr.  Price.  Secretary  Peiia  recently  announced  final  regulations 
governing  alcohol  and  drug  testing  in  the  transportation  industry. 
As  you  know,  some  of  the  industry  groups,  notably  aviation  and 
trucking,  have  expressed  concerns  about  the  regulatory  require- 
ment that  employers  must  randomly  test  at  least  25  percent  of  all 
safety-sensitive  employees.  In  the  past,  the  Safety  Board  has  sup- 
ported random  testing  of  transportation  employees.  Do  you  believe 
that  the  frequency  of  random  testing  specified  in  the  final  regula- 
tions is  appropriate? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  testing  rate  for  ran- 
dom drug  and  alcohol  testing  should  be  at  the  lowest  rate  that  will  provide  deter- 
rence, but  the  Board  does  not  have  sufficient  information  to  determine  this  level. 

In  February  1994,  the  Department  of  Transportation  published  a  Notice  of  Pro- 
posed Rule  Making  (NPRM)  to  reduce  the  present  rate  of  random  testing  to  25  per- 
cent provided  the  random  positive  rate  is  less  than  1  percent  for  2  calendar  years 
while  testing  at  the  50  percent  rate.  In  this  proposal,  the  random  rate  will  return 
to  50  percent  if  the  industry  random  positive  rate  were  1.0  percent  or  higher  in  any 
subsequent  calendar  year. 

PREEMPLOYMENT  ALCOHOL  TESTING 

Mr.  Price.  The  issue  of  preemployment  alcohol  testing  has  been 
controversial  in  the  transportation  industry.  Unlike  preemployment 
drug  testing,  some  have  questioned  the  value  of  preemployment  al- 
cohol testing  when  it  is  relatively  easy  for  an  individual  to  simply 
refrain  from  alcohol  use  several  hours  prior  to  a  preemployment 
test  being  taken.  Does  the  Safety  Board  have  an  opinion  on  the  ef- 
ficacy of  preemployment  alcohol  testing? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Preemployment  alcohol  testing  is  not  Ukely  to  identify  most  individuals  that  have 
alcohol  use  problems,  since  it  is  relatively  easy  to  abstain  from  alcohol  use  suffi- 
ciently long  to  pass  the  preemplojmient  testing.  However,  this  requirement  may 
identify  the  individual  who  cannot  control  their  alcohol  use. 

BLOOD  ALCOHOL  CONCENTRATION 

Mr.  Price.  DOT's  regulations  set  a  blood  alcohol  concentration  of 
0.04  or  greater  as  a  rule  violation,  and  prohibit  the  use  of  alcohol 
by  safety  sensitive  transportation  workers  four  hours  (eight  hours 
for  flight  crew)  prior  to  duty.  In  the  Safety  Board's  opinion,  are 
these  appropriate  thresholds? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board  has  previously  issued  Recommendation  (1-89-12)  to  the  Sec- 
retary of  Transportation  to  "issue  rules  specifying  zero  (no  alcohol)  as  the  blood  alco- 
hol concentration  for  private  sector  employees  in  safety  sensitive  positions  in  all 
transportation  modes  and  for  Federal  employees  in  safety  sensitive  positions."  This 
recommendation  is  still  open — ^unacceptable  action. 

On  April  14,  1993  the  Safety  Board  made  comments  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  (OST)  in  response  to  the  proposed  alcohol  regulations.  In  this  re- 
sponse, the  Safety  Board  stated  that;  "studies  suggest  that  a  4  hour  abstinence  pe- 
riod may  be  too  short.  The  mean  blood  alcohol  concentration  (BAG)  of  alcohol  posi- 
tive persons  in  fatal  accidents  is  in  the  0.15  percent  to  0.17  percent  range,  depend- 
ing on  transportation  mode.  This  suggests  that  an  abstinence  period  of  longer  than 
8  hours  before  reporting  to  duty  may  enhance  safety.  While  we  would  prefer  a 
longer  abstinence  period,  the  Safety  Board  supports  an  8  hour  rule  if  it  is  consist- 
ently applied  across  all  modes  of  transportation."  We  believe  the  abstinence  period 
should  be  consistent  across  all  modes  and  should  be  at  least  8  hours. 

In  the  same  letter  to  OST,  the  Safety  Board  stated  that;  "The  Safety  Board  be- 
lieves that  the  proposed  rule  (now  the  final  rule)  setting  0.04  percent  BAG  as  the 
offense  level  sends  the  wrong  message  about  the  permissibility  of  alcohol  use  in  all 
modes  of  transportation.  We  believe  that  the  only  safe  BAG  is  zero  (0.00  percent) 
BAG."  The  rules  in  all  modes  should  specify  a  zero  BAG  when  reporting  for  duty 
to  perform  safety  sensitive  functions. 

NTSB  AUTOMATED  DATA  PROCESSING 

Mr.  Price.  Your  agency  has  developed  a  5-year  plan  to  improve 
its  automated  data  processing  capabilities.  What  are  the  remaining 
deficiencies  in  the  Safety  Board's  information  systems? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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We  feel  that  we  have  made  good  progress  under  the  data  processing  plan  that  was 
implemented  in  fiscal  year  1992.  We  have  replaced  an  outdated  mainframe  com- 
puter and  have  equipped  all  of  our  staff  with  personal  computers  in  the  last  two 
years.  The  major  remaining  objectives  of  our  computer  plan  relate  to  improvements 
in  the  Board-wide  computer  network  that  serves  both  our  headquarters  facility,  and 
also  our  nine  regional  and  field  offices.  We  do  not  yet  have  the  full  intra-agency 
electronic  communications  that  we  feel  that  we  need  to  exchange  data  and  informa- 
tion, and  we  do  not  yet  have  the  capability  to  support  inter-agency  E-mail  and  other 
types  of  electronic  communication.  We  are  working  to  improve  these  aspects  of  our 
computer  and  data  processing  capabilities. 

5-YEAR  AUTOMATION  PLAN 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  an  update  on  the  Safety  Board's  antici- 
pated progress  in  implementing  the  5-year  automation  plan  in  fis- 
cal years  1994  and  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  made  more  rapid  progress  on  some  aspects  of  our  5-year  computer  plan 
than  we  expected,  largely  because  of  rapid  technological  changes  and  price  decreases 
for  computer  hardware.  We  were  able,  for  example,  to  upgrade  our  mainframe  com- 
puter ahead  of  schedule.  We  expect  to  upgrade  the  Local  Area  Networks  (LANs) 
that  support  our  regional  offices,  and  to  significantly  improve  the  communication 
hardware  and  software  that  connects  our  headquarters  and  regional  offices  before 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995.  These  are  the  major  remaining  objectives  of  our  5-year 
plan. 

COMPUTER  HARDWARE  AND  SOFTWARE  NEEDS 

Mr.  Price.  Your  0MB  submission  includes  a  request  of  $275,000 
for  computer  hardware  and  software  that  is  not  included  in  the 
President's  budget.  What  will  be  the  impact  of  not  providing  these 
resources  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1995  request  included  both  planned  upgrades  to  the  Board's 
central  computer  facility  and  funding  to  develop  high-speed  electronic  communica- 
tions between  our  headquarters  and  regional  office  computer  systems.  The  lack  of 
funding  in  fiscal  year  1995  will  primarily  limit  the  development  of  an  effective  Wide 
Area  Network  (WAN)  capability.  We  will  probably  have  to  continue  to  use  relatively 
low  speed,  low  capacity,  dial-up  telephone  connections  to  support  electronic  commu- 
nications between  regional  offices  and  headquarters,  for  example.  Similarity,  we  will 
probably  not  be  able  to  develop  a  significant  capability  for  interagency  electronic 
communications,  or  access  to  the  "information  super  highway". 

WORKLOAD  DATA 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  any  workload  data  you  have  for  your 
Offices  of  Public  Affairs,  Congressional  Relations,  and  General 
Counsel  for  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board's  Offices  of  Congressional  and  Intergovernmental  Relations  and  Public 
Affairs  do  not  maintain  specific  workload  data. 

The  Office  of  General  Counsel  anticipates  preparing  270  opinion  and  orders  for 
enforcement  appeals,  processing  150  deposition  requests,  and  analyzing  70  financial 
filings  during  fiscal  1994,  with  a  similar  volume  of  activity  for  1995.  The  office  does 
not  keep  workload  data  on  its  remaining  functions. 

LITIGATION  WORKLOAD  DATA 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  annual  workload  data  regarding  litiga- 
tion addressed  by  the  NTSB  for  fiscal  years  1989  through  1994. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  has  no  direct  litigating  author- 
ity and  is  represented  in  court  by  the  Department  of  Justice.  As  the  Board  is  not 
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a  regulatory  agency  and  its  accident  reports  do  not  impose  legal  obligations  or  liabil- 
ities, few  of  its  actions  are  directly  appealable  to  the  judiciary.  Further,  NTSB  opin- 
ions and  orders  in  enforcement  appeal  cases,  when  appealed  to  the  federal  courts, 
are  not  defended  by  the  Board,  but  are  litigated  by  the  parties.  Our  decisions  are 
treated  as  would  be  the  decisions  of  a  lower  court  where  the  parties,  not  the  initial 
court,  will  be  the  disputants  on  appeal.  (There  may  be  exceptions  to  this  principle 
under  the  new  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Civil  Penalty  Act 
of  1992.) 

NTSB  assists  the  Department  of  Justice  in  any  matters  which  are  litigated  in  our 
name.  These  cases  would  include  tort  suits  against  NTSB,  enforcement  of  NTSB  au- 
thority to  require  evidence  and  reports,  and  related  challenges  to  the  NTSB  proce- 
dvires  or  the  provisions  of  the  agency's  statutory  framework.  Because  of  the  sporadic 
nature  of  this  type  of  litigation  assistance,  workload  statistics  are  not  kept.  At 
present,  there  are  five  separate  active  proceedings  in  which  the  NTSB  is  involved 
in  litigation. 

CONFERENCES  AND  SEMINARS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  update  the  information  regarding  conferences 
and  seminars  that  was  included  on  pages  268  through  275  of  last 
year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OFFICE  OF  AVIATION  SAFETY 
1993  Conferences/Seminars  Attended 

The  Role  of  NTSB  Meteorologists  in  Accident  Investigation 

Aviation  Weather  Workshop 

Government-Industry  Communications  Workshop 

Human  Factors  Society  Annual  Meeting 

Air  Crash  Rescue  and  Recovery  in  a  Water  Environment 

Child  Occupant  Protection  Conference 

International  Society  of  Air  Safety  Investigators 

Aviation  Psychology 

Flight  Safety  Foundation 

Aircrew  Integrated  Management  Workshop 

Airbus  Aircraft  Integrated  Management  CRM 

International  Cabin  Safety  Symposium 

Aviation  Maintenance  Technical  Conference 

Runway  Incursion  Industry  Update 

Embry  Riddle  Aeronautical  University  Advisory  Seminar 

Volcanic  Ash  Seminar 

Aeronautical  Repair  Station  Association 

Alaska  Air  Carrier  Meeting 

Aviation  Psychology 

International  Conference  on  Ground  Deicing  of  Aircraft 

International  Experimental  Aircraft  Association 

European  Civil  Aviation  Conference 

ALPA  Air  Safety  Forum 

Intra-Governmental  Workshop  on  Human  Error 

Air  Transport  Association's  Engineering,  Maintenance  and  Materials  Forum 

Conference  of  the  American  Meteorological  Society 

International  Conference  on  TCAS 

Government/Industry  Conference  on  Aircraft  Ground  Deicing 

Civil  Aeronautical  Medical  Institute  symposium  on  OSHA  Requirements 

Federal  Women's  Conference 

NASA/FAA  Seminar  on  Automated  Performance  Measurement  Systems 

Human  Factors  Society 

American  Assoc,  of  Airport  Executives  National  Airport  Conference 

Conference  on  Child  Occupant  Protection 

OFFICE  OF  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
1993  Conferences/Seminars  Attended 

Transportation  Research  Board  Workshop 

FAA/NASA  International  Tailplane  Icing  Workshop 

International  Symposium  on  Aviation  Psychology 

"Corrosion  93"  Conference 

Bureau  of  Explosives  Association  HazMat  Seminar 

SAE  Heavy  Vehicle  Rollover 

Older  Driver/Pedestrian  Conference 

System  1032  User's  Conference 

SES  Orientation 
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OFFICE  OF  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY 
1993  Conferences/Seminars  Attended 

Fishing  Vessel  Conference 

Society  of  Naval  Architects  and  Marine  Engineers 

Human  Factors  Society  Annual  Meeting 

NTSB/Japanese  Safety  Seminar 

Air  Brake  &  Railroad  Oper.  Off.  Tech.  Conference 

American  Railway  Engineering  Association  Meeting  of  Bridge  Engineers 

Silver  State  Train  '92  Conference 

American  Public  Transportation  Association  '93  Annual  Meeting 

Railroad/Highway  Grade  Crossing  Safety  Conference 

Norfolk  Southern  Railroad  Annual  Safety  Seminar 

American  Railway  Engineers  Association  Annual  Seminar 

American  Railway  Engineers  Association  Committee  18  Meeting 

Safety  Recommendation  Seminar  -  Norfolk  Southern  Railroad 

Reinventing  Government  Forum 

Florida  Transportation  Symposium 

International  Symposium  on  Motor  Carrier  Transportation 

Commercial  Vehicle  Safety  Alliance  Conference 

International  Association  of  Accident  Reconstruction  Specialists 

Society  of  Automotive  Engineers  Brake  Colloquium 

"Safe  Roads  '93" 

Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel  Safety  Committee 

SeaTrade  Cruise  Shipping  '93  Conference 

Fishing  Industry  Safety  and  Health  Workshop 

Marine  Accident  Investigation  International  Forum 

International  Cargo  Handling  Coordination  Association  XXI  International 

Biennial  Conference 
Great  Lakes  Maritime  Conference 
Marine  Index  Annual  Conference 
Offshore  Technical  Conference 
Fishing  Expo 

American  Bureau  of  Shipping 
Marine  Log  Tanker  Legis.  Conference 
Heavy  Truck  Conference 
Transportation  Research  Board 
Mid-West  Gas  Association 
AGA  Annual  Distribution  Meeting 
Gas  Pipe  Technology  Committee 
Texas  Gas  Association 
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FLIGHT  ATTENDANT  TRAINING 

Mr.  Price.  Is  the  Safety  Board  satisfied  with  the  progress  the 
FAA  has  made  during  the  past  year  in  the  area  of  flight  attendant 
training  and  performance  during  emergency  situations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  currently  investigating  a  transport  category  air  carrier  accident  and  a 
commuter  category  accident  in  which  we  have  some  questions  about  flight  attendant 
performance  during  the  emergency  situations.  As  part  of  these  ongoing  investiga- 
tions, we  are  examining  Federal  Aviation  Administration  oversight  of  the  flight  at- 
tendant training  programs  of  both  the  121  and  the  135  air  carriers. 

FLIGHT  ATTENDANT  SAFETY  STUDY 

Mr.   Price.   What  recommendations  from  the  flight  attendant 
safety  study  remain  open? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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All  1 3  safety  recommendations  are  in  the  "Open"  status  and  five  of  them  cited 
below  are  in  the  "Open-Unacceptable  Response"  status: 

The  Safety  Board  asked  the  FAA  to  update  the  proposed  advisory 
circular  (AC)  on  crewmember  Cabin  Safety  Training  to  include  the  safety 
recommendations  from  this  report  and  previous  Safety  Board  comments 
on  the  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking,  and  expedite  the  issuance  of  this 
AC  that  was  published  for  comment  at  52  FR  44664  on  November  20, 
1987.    (A-92-066) 

Although  the  FAA  agreed  with  the  intent  of  this  recommendation  and  plans  to 
include  appropriate  information  in  published  materials  other  than  the  AC,  the  Board 
believes  that  an  Advisory  Circular  is  necessary  since  it  would  be  accessible  to  those 
who  can  benefit  most  from  information  contained  in  it.  The  Board  asked  the  FAA  to 
reconsider  its  response  position. 

The  Board  also  asked  the  FAA  to  ensure  that  flight  attendant  training 
programs  include  instruction  on  Human  Performance  of  crewmembers 
(flight  attendants  and  pilots)  and  passengers  under  stressful  situations 
and  on  methods  to  compensate  for  such  behavior.    (A-92-068) 

Although  the  FAA  believes  that  current  air  carrier  flight  attendant  training 
programs  meet  the  intent  of  this  recommendation,  the  Board  is  unconvinced  that  the 
intent  of  this  recommendation  is  met  in  view  of  the  examples  of  inappropriate 
behavior  by  some  flight  attendants  during  stressful  situations.  Furthermore,  the  Board 
believes  that  flight  attendant  training  programs  should  include  instruction  on  fear- 
effect,  performance  under  stress,  decisionmaking  under  stress  and  how  to  focus  on 
correct  procedures  in  stressful  situations.  The  Board  asked  the  FAA  to  reconsider  its 
position. 

The  Board  asked  the  FAA  to  require  flight  attendant  hands-on  proficiency 
drills  for  each  type  of  airplane  exit,  and  ensure  that  flight  attendants  are 
evaluated  individually  by  an  instructor  and  that  a  record  is  kept  that  they 
have  performed  and  successfully  completed  such  drills.    (A-92-070) 

While  the  FAA  believes  that  current  requirements  concerning  flight  attendant 
training  contained  in  14  CFR  121.417  are  adequate,  the  Board  believes  that  its 
special  investigation  report  on  flight  attendant  training  clearly  establishes  a  need  for 
an  instructor  to  individually  evaluate  flight  attendant  performance  on  the  proper 
operation  of  each  airplane  exit  during  hands-on  proficiency  drills.  The  Board  asked  the 
FAA  to  reconsider  its  position. 
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The  Safety  Board  asked  that  the  FAA  assign  separate  cabin  safety 
specialists  to  each  major  air  carrier  and  to  each  FAA  region.  (A-92-073) 

The  FAA  does  not  agree  with  this  recommendation  since  all  14  CFR  Part  121 
air  carriers  currently  have  either  a  cabin  safety  specialist  or  a  cabins  safety  focal  point; 
Further,  the  FAA  contends  that  many  of  these  cabin  safety  focal  points  are  located 
in  the  FAA  Regional  offices  and  are  available  to  assist  principal  af)erations  inspectors 
who  are  assigned  to  major  air  carriers.  Nonetheless,  the  Board  continues  to  believe 
that  its  special  investigation  report  on  flight  attendant  training  establishes  a  need  for 
the  assignment  of  separate  cabin  safety  specialists  to  each  major  air  carrier  and  to 
each  FAA  region.    The  Board  requested  that  the  FAA  reconsider  its  position. 

The  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA  review  existing  human 
factors  research  for  the  purpose  of  issuing  guidance  to  principal 
operations  inspectors  on  methods  of  evaluating  training  programs  to 
ensure  that  flight  attendants  retain  the  skills  and  knowledge  that  are 
necessary  in  emergency  situations.  If  the  review  of  the  research  does 
not  provide  the  needed  information.  The  Board  asked  the  FAA  to 
establish  a  research  program  on  flight  attendants  knowledge  and  skill 
retention.    (A92-75) 

The  FAA  did  not  agree  with  this  recommendation  because  the  interval  between 
present  flight  attendant  training  sessions  is  adequate  to  ensure  that  flight  attendants 
retain  the  skills  and  knowledge  that  are  necessary  in  emergency  situations.  The  FAA 
also  replied  that  the  aviation  industry  has  many  years  of  experience  with  this  interval 
and  finds  no  evidence  that  the  interval  should  be  changed,  and  the  quality  of  the  flight 
attendant  training  has  historically  produced  flight  attendants  who  function  adequately 
in  a  full  range  of  emergency  situations.  Because  the  FAA  monitors  flight  attendant 
performance  as  part  of  the  surveillance  of  the  carriers  and  during  recurrent  training 
sessions,  it  is  satisfied  that  flight  attendants  are  trained  at  frequent  intervals  to  retain 
the  skills  and  knowledge  necessary  in  emergency  situations. 

Nevertheless,  although  the  FAA  believes  that  the  current  flight  attendant 
training  program  is  adequate,  the  Board's  special  investigation  on  flight  attendant 
training  indicates  that  flight  attendants  have  had  problems  with  retention  of 
knowledge  and  skills  during  emergency  situations.  Furthermore,  without  adequate 
testing  and  evaluation  during  training,  the  extent  of  retention  is  unknown  until  an 
actual  emergency  situation  is  encountered.  Therefore,  the  Board  asked  the  FAA  to 
reconsider  its  position. 
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FOREIGN  ACCIDENT  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  is  often  asked  by  foreign  govern- 
ments to  assist  in  the  investigation  of  accidents  involving  U  S  de- 
signed aircraft.  The  Safety  Board  testified  last  year  that  these  for- 
eign investigations  are  increasing.  How  much  was  expended  in  the 
past  three  years  in  investigating/helping  foreign  governments  with 
accidents  that  occur  outside  the  U.S? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Safety  Board  does  not  currently  track  in  its  budget  the 
manpower  resources  expended  on  foreign  investigations.  The  resources 
are  expended  in  four  general  categories: 

(1)  The  Safety  Board  has  averaged  sending  investigators  overseas 
to  the  on  scene  investigations  of  about  8  to  10  cases  per  year. 

(2)  The  Safety  Board  sends  investigators  to  sites  in  the  U.S.  in 
support  of  overseas  investigations  in  about  1 0  to  12  cases  per  year. 
These  cases  involve  conducting  teardowns  and  inspections  of  U.S.- 
manufactured  engines  and  other  components  at  U.S.  facilities. 

(3)  The  Safety  Board  laboratories  conduct  the  readouts  of  cockpit 
voice  (CVR)  and  flight  data  recorders  (FDR)  ,  provide  metallurgical 
analyses,  and  develop  aircraft  performance  or  radar  studies  in 
support  of  investigations  conducted  by  foreign  governments  each 
year.  For  example,  in  fiscal  year  1993,  the  laboratories  readout  14 
CVR's,  1 9  FDR's,  completed  7  metallurgical  analyses,  and  issued  1 8 
aircraft  performance  and/or  radar  studies  related  to  overseas 
accidents. 

(4)  The  Safety  Board  provides  non-travel-related  support  to 
investigations  conducted  by  foreign  governments  for  about  60  or 
more  cases  per  year.  The  support  involves  such  items  as  statistical 
analyses,  aircraft  records,  historical  records,  aircraft  performance 
analyses,  and  interactions  between  the  foreign  governments  and 
U.S.  manufacturers  to  support  the  investigations. 

The  Safety  Board  expended  about  $77,000  for  international 
investigation  travel  expenses  of  its  teams  in  fiscal  year  1993.  The 
international  investigation  travel  expenses  for  fiscal  year  1992  were 
about  $71,000.  The  Safety  Board  did  not  track  such  expenses 
specifically  in  its  budget  for  previous  years;  however,  the  costs  very 
likely  were  less  for  those  years,  with  the  possible  exception  of  1 985;  the 
worst  year  for  major  accidents  in  international  civil  aviation  history. 
These  costs  are  expected  to  grow  due  to  inflation  and  more  cases. 

There  are  several  factors  that  have  increased  the  Safety  Board's 
activities  related  to  foreign  accident  investigations.  First,  the  ever- 
increasing  numbers  of  U.S. -manufactured  aircraft  and  engines  operating 
overseas  by  foreign  airlines  have  led  to  more  accidents  that  involve  U.S. 
interests.  Any  accident  involving  a  U.S. -manufactured  aircraft  or  engine 
raises  concerns  about  the  safety  of  the  particular  model  aircraft, 
regardless  of  where  it  is  operated.  There  is  a  strong  need  on  the  part  of 
the  U.S.  airline  industry  operating  the  same  model  aircraft  to  learn  about 
the  circumstances  of  a  foreign  airline  accident  to  prevent  a  similar 
accident.  Similarly,  the  U.S.  airframe  and  engine  manufacturers  have  a 
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strong  need  to  learn  about  the  circumstances,  so  the  appropriate  safety 
actions  can  be  taken  to  prevent  another  accident.  On  many  occasions, 
the  manufacturers  are  not  able  to  participate  actively  without  the 
leadership  of  the  Safety  Board's  Accredited  Representative  because  of 
a  feeling  of  mistrust  about  the  motives  of  the  manufacturers  on  the  part 
of  foreign  authorities.  For  example,  when  the  China  Southern  Boeing 
737-400  aircraft  crashed  in  Guilin,  China,  last  year,  the  engineers  from 
Boeing  and  General  Electric  Aircraft  Engines  were  not  permitted  access 
to  the  accident  site  of  investigation  information,  until  the  Safety  Board's 
Accredited  Representative  arrived  at  the  site  and  offered  to  oversee  the 
U.S.  team.  This  situation  occurs  often  and  requires  that  the  Safety 
Board's  investigator  facilitate  access  of  the  U.S.  team  to  the 
investigation. 

Secondly,  as  the  result  of  the  three-week  accident  investigation 
meeting  in  Montreal  at  the  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization 
(ICAO)  in  February  1992  (AIG/92)  at  which  over  75  countries  and  300 
officials  participated,  significant  revisions  were  proposed  to  Annex  1 3 
to  ICAO,  which  contains  the  Standards  and  Recommended  Practices  for 
international  civil  aviation  accident  investigation.  Those  revisions  have 
now  been  agreed  to  by  all  Members  of  ICAO  and  will  take  effect  in 
November  1 994. 

In  general,  the  revisions  to  Annex  1 3  involve  many  new  Standards 
that  provide  both  rights  and  obligations  on  States  of  Registry,  Operator, 
and  Manufacture.  The  new  "rights"  involve  the  ability  of  States  to 
participate  more  often  in  investigations  involving  their  interests,  such  as 
the  investigation  authorities  who  oversee  foreign-manufactured  aircraft 
(Airbus,  Saab,  Jetstream,  CASA,  Embraer,  etc.)  that  crash  in  the  U.S., 
and  those  accidents  overseas  involving  U.S.  interests  that  our  industry 
wishes  to  get  involved  in.  The  new  "obligations"  include  the  fact  that 
other  investigative  authorities  may  request  that  the  U.S.  participate  in 
their  investigations  involving  our  aircraft  or  engines  that  previously  were 
elective.  There  also  are  more  specific  requirements  for  notifications  to 
other  States  of  more  accidents  and  "serious  incidents"  that  will  increase 
Safety  Board  workload,  there  are  more  specific  "rights"  of  other  States 
that  wish  to  become  involved  in  our  investigations,  and  there  are  more 
specific  requirements  for  "consultation"  between  States  on  the  contents 
of  the  final  accident  reports.  Not  all  of  the  increased  rights  and 
obligations  will  involve  travel  expenses;  however,  increased  manpower 
resources  will  be  involved. 

The  U.S.  delegation  to  ICAO  AIG/92  meeting  consisted  of  FAA 
and  all  major  U.S.  aviation  interests,  including  Boeing,  General  Electric, 
Pratt  &  Whitney,  Aircraft  Industries  Association,  General  Aviation  and 
Helicopter  Associations,  Air  Transport  Association.  The  U.S.  positions 
at  the  AIG/92  meeting  for  revisions  to  Annex  1 3  supported  many  of  the 
new  Annex  1 3  provisions  because  they  were  supportive  of  U.S.  aviation 
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safety  interests,  as  well  as  economic  interests  for  the  U.S.  industry  and 
U.S.  foreign  policy  interests.  The  U.S.  civil  aviation  industry  relies 
heavily  on  the  oversight  and  coordination  of  international  accident 
investigation  activities  by  the  Safety  Board  investigators.  If  political  or 
economic  forces  lead  to  adverse  reflections  on  U.S.  products,  the  safety 
and  economic  impact  could  be  significant. 

In  summary,  both  travel  and  manpower  costs  have  increased  for 
Safety  Board  activities  involving  international  accident  investigations  in 
the  past  few  years.  There  are  some  factors  that  can  be  evaluated  for 
reductions  in  costs;  however,  the  growth  of  sales  of  U.S.  products 
overseas  and  the  increased  international  interest  in  any  airline  accident, 
where  ever  it  occurs,  raises  concerns  on  the  part  of  the  U.S.  traveling 
public  and  aviation  industry  that  can  have  adverse  effects  on  both  safety 
and  economic  interests  of  the  U.S. 
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ACCIDENT  INVESTIGATION  REIMBURSEMENT 

Mr.  Price.  Have  you  considered  any  arrangements  with  foreign 
countries  for  seeking  reimbursement  for  such  assistance? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  have  been  occasions  over  the  years  in  which  the  Safety  Board  has  been  re- 
quested to  provide  support  to  a  foreign  government  on  an  investigation  or  safety- 
related  matter  that  did  not  have  any  direct  or  apparent  safety  payofF  to  the  Safety 
Board  or  U.S.  aviation  industry  interests.  In  certain  of  these  cases,  the  Safety  Board 
has  accepted  "in  kind"  reimbursement,  such  as  airline  travel  and  lodging  and  meal 
expenses,  in  accordance  with  appUcable  government  regulations,  to  attend  such  ac- 
tivities. Most  often,  these  cases  involve  non-investigative  matters,  such  as  seminars 
or  training  programs  for  other  governments.  We  have  not  attempted  to  set  a  fee  or 
collect  for  the  specialists'  time. 

There  are  other  cases  with  no  apparent  safety  payofF  that  were  directly  related 
to  accident  investigations  for  which  we  have  not  accepted  expenses  or  attempted  to 
charge  for  the  services.  For  example,  the  Safety  Board  has  been  requested  to  con- 
duct readouts  of  recorders  from  foreign  airlines  operating  foreign-manufactured  air- 
craft, such  as  Fokkers,  because  the  Dutch  do  not  have  the  capabihty  to  conduct  such 
readouts.  In  a  few  instances,  we  have  declined  to  conduct  the  readouts  and  other 
governments  did  the  work.  The  Safety  Board  does  not  have,  nor  has  it  requested, 
the  legislative  authority  to  charge  for  and  retain  any  revenue  which  might  be  gained 
through  reimbursements. 

The  majority  of  the  foreign  cases  for  which  the  Safety  Board  incurs  manpower  and 
travel  costs  involve  accidents  and  safety-related  matters  that  involve  cases  in  which 
it  is  the  interest  of  the  Safety  Board  and  the  U.S.  aviation  industry  to  participate, 
free  of  charge.  Furthermore,  there  are  significant  obligations  on  the  part  of  the  U.S. 
connected  with  the  Convention  of  International  Civil  Aviation  administrated  by 
ICAO  under  Annex  13  that  require  Safety  Board  involvement.  Lastly,  there  are  sig- 
nificant safety  concerns  related  to  many  overseas  accidents  that  necessitate  the  par- 
ticipation of  the  Safety  Board  in  such  cases. 

CHINA  EASTERN  AIRLINES  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  What  was  the  probable  cause  of  the  April  6,  1993, 
China  Eastern  AirUnes  MD-11  inadvertent  in-flight  slat  deploy- 
ment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable  cause  of 
the  aviation  accident  that  occurred  April  6,  1993,  involving  China  Eastern  Airlines 
was  the  inadequate  design  of  the  flap/slat  actuation  handle  by  the  Douglas  Aircraft 
Company  that  allowed  the  handle  to  be  easily  and  inadvertently  dislodged  from  the 
UP/RET  position,  thereby  causing  extension  of  the  leading  edge  slats  during  cruise 
flight.  The  Captain's  attempt  to  recover  from  the  slat  extension,  given  the  reduced 
longitudinal  stability  and  the  associated  light  control  force  characteristics  of  the 
MD-11  in  cruise  flight,  led  to  several  violent  pitch  oscillations. 

Contributing  to  the  violence  of  the  pitch  oscillations  was  the  lack  of  specific  pilot 
training  in  recovery  from  high  altitude  upsets,  and  the  influence  of  the  stall  warn- 
ing system  on  the  captain's  control  responses.  Contributing  to  the  severity  of  the 
injuries  was  the  lack  of  seat  restraint  usage  by  the  occupants. 

CHINA  EASTERN  AIRLINES  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  list  the  major  recommendations  issued  in  your 
report  on  the  China  Eastern  Airlines  and  indicate  whether  those 
recommendations  have  been  made  before. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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On  November  1 0,  1 993,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  issued 
the  following  safety  recommendations  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
regarding  the  aviation  accident  that  occurred  April  16,  1993,  involving  China 
Eastern  Airlines.  These  safety  recommendations  have  not  previously  been 
issued. 

Require  Douglas  Aircraft  Company  to  provide  data  needed  to 
upgrade  MD-1 1  training  simulators  to  accurately  represent  the 
aircraft's  longitudinal  stability  and  control  characteristics  for  high 
altitude  cruise  flight;  and  to  develop  specific  guidance  and 
simulator  scenarios  to  train  pilots  in  optimum  techniques  for  the 
recovery  from  high  altitude  upsets,  including  those  accompanied 
by  stall  warning.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-143) 

Require  operators  to  provide  specific  training  for  the  recovery 
from  high  altitude  upsets,  including  those  accompanied  by  stall 
warning.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-144) 

Establish  high  altitude  stall  margins  for  MD-1 1  airplanes  in  order 
to  limit  the  effects  of  high  altitude  pitch  upsets.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-145) 

Evaluate  the  dynamics  of  the  MD-1 1  stall  warning  system  to 
ensure  that  the  "on"  and  "off"  logic  are  consistent  with  providing 
the  pilot  timely  information.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-146) 

Conduct  a  thorough  review  of  the  MD-11  high  altitude  cruise 
longitudinal  stability  and  control  characteristics,  stall  warning 
margins,  and  stall  buffet  susceptibility  to  ensure  that  pilot 
responses  to  routine  pitch  attitude  upsets  do  not  result  in 
hazardous  pitch  oscillations,  structural  damage,  or  any  other 
condition  that  could  lead  to  unsafe  flight.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-147) 

Require  that  fire-blocking  materials  identified  as  Testori  0200-3 1 6 
and  0206-100  be  replaced  with  new  materials  that  meet  the  fire 
retardant  requirements  of  14  CFR  25.853.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-148) 

Amend  14  CFR  25.853  to  include  a  requirement  to  test  the  fire- 
retardant  properties  of  fire  blocking  materials  after  they  have  been 
subjected  to  in-service  wear.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
149) 

Conduct  research  upon  the  effects  of  actual  in-service  wear  on 
the  continued  airworthiness  of  fire-blocking  materials.  Based  on 
the  findings,  require  periodic  actual  in-service  tests  of  fire- 
blocking  materials  to  verify  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
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Inform  other  certification  authorities  of  the  findings  regarding  the 
deterioration  of  the  fire-blocl<ing  materials  noted  in  this  accident 
investigation  with  the  view  toward  replacing  them,  as  required. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-151) 

Direct  principal  maintenance  inspectors  to  inform  operators  of  the 
need  to  periodically  inspect  fire-blocking  materials  for  wear  and 
damage  and  to  replace  defective  materials.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-152) 
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Mr.  Price.  What  actions  has  the  FAA  and  the  manufacturer 
taken  to  respond  to  your  recommendations  regarding  China  East- 
em  Airlines?  Were  those  actions  timely? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  responded  to  the  China  Eastern  safe- 
ty recommendations  on  February  7,  1994.  Although  the  Safety  Board  has  not  for- 
mally classified  the  status  of  the  response,  it  appears  that  the  FAA  response  agrees 
with  the  safety  recommendations,  with  the  exception  of  safety  recommendations  A- 
93-148  and  149. 

Safety  recommendations  A-93-148  and  149  concern  fire-blocking  materials.  The 
FAA  stated  that  it  is  not  certain  that  the  degradation  of  this  material  is  a  fleetwide 
problem  as  opposed  to  an  isolated  maintenance  problem.  The  FAA  will  be  evaluating 
results  of  research  carried  out  in  accordance  with  safety  recommendation  A-93-150 
to  determine  whether  or  not  replacement  of  these  materials  on  a  fleetwide  basis  is 
called  for. 

DC- 10  AIRPLANE  BRAKES 

Mr.  Price.  The  justifications  indicate  that  the  FAA  has  declined 
to  address  certain  known  brake  related  safety  deficiencies  in  the 
DC- 10  and  possibly  other  transport  category  airplanes.  What  is  the 
rationale  for  the  FAA's  decision  and  what  other  recommendations 
from  the  Safety  Board's  study  of  inadequacies  in  transport  airplane 
brake  certification  requirements  are  still  open? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  has  required  manufacturers  to  deter- 
mine brake  wear  limits  that  will  allow  brakes  to  perform  throughout  a  high  energy 
rejected  takeoff.  In  addition,  improved  brake  testing  procedures  have  been  imple- 
mented. Requirements  have  been  improved  for  newly  certificated  airplanes.  Acceler- 
ate/stop distances  for  newly  certificated  airplanes  will  be  established  with  worn 
brake  performance  data.  However,  the  FAA  has  refused  to  revise  the  accelerate/stop 
distance  data  for  old  airplanes.  A  DC-10-10  airplane  still  may  overrun  the  runway 
by  about  1,200  feet  during  a  maximum  energy,  runway  limited  rejected  takeoff. 

PIPER  CHEYENE  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  What  steps  has  the  FAA  taken  to  respond  to  the  Safe- 
ty Board's  August  31,  1993,  urgent  recommendations  that  the  FAA 
issue  an  airworthiness  directive  applicable  to  all  Piper  Cheyenne 
PA-31T  series  turboprop  airplanes,  requiring  an  inspection  of  the 
elevator  control  tube  assembly  and  rod  end  bearing  for  evidence  of 
cracks  or  excessive  wear? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  responded  to  safety  recommendations 
A-9a-110  through  -113  on  November  23,  1993.  The  FAA  issued  airworthiness  direc- 
tive 93-24-02,  which  calls  for  a  series  of  inspections  to  prevent  elevator  control 
problems  that  covdd  lead  to  loss  of  airplane  control.  This  action  addressed  safety  rec- 
ommendations A-93-110  and  A-93-112.  The  FAA  also  advised  that  the  Piper  Air- 
craft Corporation  was  revising  the  PA-31  series  maintenance  manuals  to  incor- 
porate requirements  for  periodic  inspection  of  primary  and  secondary  flight  surface 
control  tube  assembUes  and  rod  end  bearings  for  evidence  of  cracks  or  excessive 
wear.  Piper  will  include  in  its  revision  a  specific  inspection  requirement  of  the  eleva- 
tor control  tube  assembly  area  as  well  as  emphasizing  inspection  of  all  flight  control 
connections  at  100-hour  intervals.  This  action  addressed  safety  recommendations  A- 
93-113. 

It  is  the  Safety  Board's  opinion  that  safety  recommendation  A-93-111  was  not  ad- 
dressed in  the  November  23,  1993,  response  and  it  is  classified  "Open — ^Await  Re- 
sponse." 
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PIPER  AIRPLANE  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  The  justifications  indicate  that  the  FAA  has  decided 
not  to  issue  an  emergency  air  worthiness  directive  concerning  the 
inspection  and  repair  of  wing  forward  spar  fuselage  attachment  as- 
sembHes  on  Piper  PA-25  airplanes.  What  is  the  FAA's  rationale 
and  why  does  the  Safety  Board  disagree  with  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Safety  recommendation  A-92-36  dated,  July  16,  1992,  asked  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  to  issue  an  airworthiness  directive  (AD)  requiring  immediate 
and  periodic  inspections  for  corrosion  and  cracking  and  repair  of  the  wing  forward 
spar  attachment  assemblies.  Although  this  safety  recommendation  was  classified  ur- 
gent by  the  Safety  Board,  the  FAA  elected  to  consider  issuing  a  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  (NPRM)  rather  than  an  emergency  AD.  The  FAA  did  not  explain  why 
a  NPRM,  which  is  not  an  immediate  action  item,  was  chosen.  Since  corrosion  and 
cracking  of  these  fittings  could  result  in  wing  loss  (as  evidenced  by  the  crash  pre- 
cipitating safety  recommendation  A-92-36),  the  Safety  Board  on  October  9,  1992, 
classified  this  safety  recommendation  as  "Open — Unacceptable  Response"  and  urged 
the  FAA  to  immediately  issue  an  Emergency  AD.  It  was  not  until  September  8, 
1993,  that  the  FAA  issued  NPRM  (Docket  No.  92-CE-63-AD)  in  response  to  safety 
recommendation  A-92-36. 

On  May  21,  1993,  another  PA-25  crashed  after  the  wing  separated  in  flight.  Fa- 
tigue cracking  in  the  wing  forward  spar  fuselage  attachment  fitting  precipitated  the 
wing  loss.  On  October  18,  1993,  the  Safety  Board  issued  safety  recommendation  A- 
93-126  classifying  safety  recommendation  A-92-36  as  "Closed — Unacceptable  Ac- 
tion" and  recommending  again  that  the  FAA  issue  an  emergency  airworthiness  di- 
rective pertaining  to  the  inspection  and  repair  of  wing  forward  spar  fuselage  attach- 
ment assemblies  on  Piper  PA-25  airplanes. 

The  FAA  issued  priority  letter  airworthiness  directive  93-CE-56-AD  on  October 
28,  1993,  which  mandated  initial  and  immediate  inspection  of  the  fittings.  The  FAA 
indicated  that  at  a  later  date  it  will  issue  a  supplementary  NPRM  to  propose  retain- 
ing the  initial  inspection  and  adding  a  repetitive  inspection  proposed  in  NPRM 
Docket  No.  92-CE-63-AD.  Safety  recommendation  A-92-36  is  presently  classified 
"Open — ^Acceptable  Alternative  Action." 

FLYING  WHILE  INTOXICATED  LAWS 

Mr.  Price.  In  1992,  the  Safety  Board  completed  a  study  that  in- 
dicated that  35  of  50  States  lack  comprehensive  flying  while  intoxi- 
cated laws.  What  progress  has  been  made  on  the  enactment  of  com- 
prehensive State  laws  which  include  implied  consent  provisions,  es- 
tablish maximum  blood  alcohol  concentrations,  and  provide  for  the 
reporting  of  test  findings  to  the  FAA? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Four  states  (Arkansas,  Maine,  Missouri  and  Utah)  enacted  flying  while  under  the 
influence  of  alcohol  legislation  generally  consistent  with  Board  recommendations  in 
1993.  In  Maine,  the  law  was  enacted  as  a  direct  response  to  the  Board's  rec- 
ommendation letter  to  the  State's  legislative  leaders.  Reportedly,  after  receiving  the 
letter,  Maine  House  Speaker  John  Martin  had  a  bill  drafted  and  introduced  it  him- 
self, and  the  measure  was  adopted  without  controversy. 

There  has  been  less  attention  to  fl3ang  while  intoxicated  legislation  in  1994.  As 
of  early  March,  the  Safety  Board  had  identified  only  two  states,  Tennessee  and  West 
Virginia,  in  which  bills  had  been  introduced.  Additionally,  bills  introduced  in  1993 
in  two  States  (Kansas  and  Pennsylvania)  were  carried  over  and  may  be  considered 
this  year.  The  prospects  for  these  bills'  outcomes  were  unclear. 

AIRFRAME  ICING  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  summary  of  those  Safety  Board  safe- 
ty recommendations  to  the  FAA  addressing  airframe  icing  which 
have  an  "Open — Unacceptable  Response"  status. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  four  airframe  icing  safety 
recommendations  in  an  "Open  Unacceptable"  status.  Below  is  a  summary  of 
those  recommendations. 

In  1 980  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  issued  a  Safety  Report 
on  the  hazard  of  aircraft  structural  icing,  including  the  physical  aspects  of  the 
problem  as  it  relates  to  aircraft,  methods  of  avoidance  and/or  prevention,  the 
adequacy  of  icing  forecasts,  and  the  certification  of  aircraft  for  flight  into 
known  icing  conditions.  On  September  24,  1981,  safety  recommendation  A- 
81-1 16  was  issued  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  and  remains 
in  an  "Open  Unacceptable"  status. 

Review  the  icing  criteria  published  in  14  CFR  25  in  light  of  both 
recent  research  into  aircraft  ice  accretion  under  varying  conditions 
of  liquid  water  content,  drop  size  distribution,  and  temperature, 
and  recent  developments  in  both  the  design  and  use  of  aircraft; 
and  expand  the  certification  envelope  to  include  freezing  rain  and 
mixed  water  droplet/ice  crystal  conditions,  as  necessary. 

On  February  17,  1 991 ,  Ryan  International  Airlines  flight  590,  which  was 
contracted  to  carry  mail  for  the  U.S.  Postal  Service,  crashed  while  taking  off 
from  Cleveland-Hopkins  International  Airport.  Between  1 968  and  1 987,  there 
were  four  accidents  involving  DC-9  series  10  airplanes  in  which  there  was  a 
loss  of  control  shortly  after  takeoff.  In  all  cases,  the  investigation  showed  that 
the  airplanes  accelerated  normally  and  reached  airspeeds  at  which  they  should 
have  been  capable  of  establishing  and  sustaining  a  safe  climb.  Instead,  all 
were  observed  to  enter  steep  roll  attitudes  and  descend  to  the  ground.  Also, 
in  all  of  these  accidents,  witnesses  reported,  and  the  sounds  on  the  cockpit 
voice  recorders  confirmed,  that  engine  compressor  surges  occurred  as  the 
airplanes  descended.  On  December  11,1 991 ,  safety  recommendations  A-91- 
126  and  -127  were  issued  to  the  FAA  and  remain  in  an  "Open  Unacceptable" 
status. 

Evaluate  the  need  for  actions  as  described  in  safety 
recommendations  A-91-123  and  A-91-125  for  other  transport 
category  turbojet  airplanes  that  do  not  have  leading  edge  devices 
and  are  particularly  susceptible  to  flight  control  problems  arising 
from  small  amounts  of  frost,  ice  or  snow  on  the  wings. 

Evaluate  a  procedure  to  use  the  maximum  rotation  speed  during 
takeoff  that  will  retain  the  presently  required  end  of  runway  and 
climb  gradient  safety  margins  when  operating  on  runways  that 
exceed  the  minimum  takeoff  runway  length  required.  Require 
operators  to  provide  maximum  rotation  speed  information  to  DC-9 
series  10  flightcrews  for  use  in  winter  operations. 
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On  January  30,  1 991 ,  a  British  Aerospace  Jetstream  BA-31 01  airplane, 
operated  under  14  CFR  Part  135  as  USAir  Express  flight  4743,  crashed  on  its 
final  descent  and  was  destroyed.  On  July  22,  1 992,  safety  recommendations 
A-92-062  and  -065  were  issued  to  the  FAA  and  remain  in  an  "Open 
Unacceptable"  status. 

Require  British  Aerospace,  Inc.  to  show,  by  flight  test,  that  the 
limitation  to  flaps  35  degrees,  currently  incorporated  into  all  VA- 
3200  airplanes  and  available  in  kit  form  for  installation  on  BA- 
31 00  airplanes,  provides  an  adequate  safety  margin  against 
tailplane  stall  in  icing  conditions;  and  if  the  margin  is  adequate, 
require  operators  of  BA-31 00  airplanes  to  install  the  flap 
extension  limitation  modification  on  the  airplane.  If  the  margin  is 
inadequate,  require  appropriate  changes  to  assure  its  adequacy. 

Issue  an  airworthiness  directive  applicable  to  two-pilot  airplanes 
operating  under  the  provisions  of  14  CFR  Part  135  that  use 
leading  edge  ice  detection  lights,  such  as  the  BA-31 00  and  BA- 
3200,  requiring  that  leading  edge  ice  detection  lights  be  installed 
to  illuminate  both  wings.  Require  that  models  of  these  airplanes 
requiring  two  pilots  be  retrofitted  with  this  modification. 

(A-92-062  is  an  Unacceptable  status  because  operators  were  not  required  to 
install  the  flap  extension  limitation  modification  on  the  airplane.  It  should  be 
noted,  however,  that  the  flight  test  was  completed,  and  information  has  been 
added  to  the  flight  manual  that  tells  pilots  to  use  20  degrees  of  flap  if  the 
airplane  has  not  been  modified  and  if  there  is  any  visible  sign  of  ice.) 
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GUANTANAMO  BAY  AVIATION  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  The  Safety  Board  held  public  hearings  in  January 
1994  on  the  crash  of  an  American  International  Airways  DC-8  as 
part  of  an  investigation  of  supplemental  air  carriers  and  Defense 
Department  contract  operations.  Please  summarize  the  safety  is- 
sues highlighted  at  the  hearing. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  safety  issues  associated  with  the  investigation  and  pubUc  hearing  in  connec- 
tion with  the  American  International  Airways  DC-8  accident  at  Guantanamo  Bay, 
Cuba  included:  Pilot  training  and  procedures,  cockpit  crew  resource  management, 
airline  management  and  oversight.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  surveillance, 
Department  of  Defense  contract  carrier  oversight,  and  flightcrew  fatigue.  The  final 
report  of  the  investigation  will  be  completed  and  issued  in  the  next  two  months. 

PEGASUS  ROCKET  SPECIAL  INVESTIGATION 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  summary  of  your  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations regarding  the  February  9,  1993,  launch  of  the  Or- 
bital Sciences  Corporation  Pegasus  Rocket. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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On  February  9,  1 993,  about  9:30  a.m.  eastern  standard  time,  the  launch 
sequence  of  an  Orbital  Sciences  Corporation  (OSC)  Pegasus  expendable  launch 
vehicle  was  aborted  by  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 
range  safety  officer,  in  accordance  with  a  previously  established  launch 
constraint.  Several  seconds  later,  the  launch  sequence  was  reinitiated  by  the 
Orbital  Sciences  Corporation  test  conductor,  and  the  missile  separated 
uneventfully  from  its  carrier  aircraft.  The  ignition  and  staging  of  the  Pegasus 
and  its  subsequent  deployment  of  two  satellites  into  low  earth  orbit  were  also 
uneventful.  There  were  no  injuries  to  personnel  involved  in  the  mission  and  no 
damage  to  mission  assets. 

The  Safety  Board  concluded  that  the  launch  anomaly  was  triggered  by 
confusion  over  the  rule  for  aborting  the  mission  because  of  a  momentary 
malfunction  in  the  telemetry  system  monitoring  devices  to  destroy  the  vehicle 
if  necessary.  The  Board  also  concluded  that  the  rule  was  "overly  restrictive" 
and  not  fully  understood.  Matters  were  complicated  by  two  different 
organization  cultures  working  in  the  mission  control  room  —  Wallops  Flight 
Facility  on  one  hand,  and  OSC  and  NASA  Dryden  on  the  other  —  which  did  not 
have  enough  time  to  integrate  their  goals  and  ways  of  doing  business. 

The  Board  found  that  the  channels  of  communications  and  standard 
intercom  protocol  in  the  mission  control  room  were  improperly  planned,  and 
that  most  likely  fatigue,  plus  other  factors,  adversely  affected  the 
performances  of  some  critical  personnel  during  the  launch.  Six  people  key  to 
the  launch  decision  were  found  to  have  had  less  than  four  hours  sleep  in  the 
26  hours  prior  to  the  Pegasus'  deployment. 

Finding  that  the  dress  rehearsal  for  the  launch  was  conducted  in  a 
disjointed  and  hurried  manner,  the  Safety  Board  also  said  that  one  of  the  most 
inexplicable  aspects  of  the  launch  was  the  lack  of  common  safety  related 
documents  and  launch  checklists. 

On  August  17,  1993,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  issued 
the  following  safety  recommendations: 

—  to  the  Department  of  Transportation 

Require  that,  as  a  condition  for  license  for  commercial  space  launches, 
as  a  minimum,  the  company  applying  for  the  license  include  in  its  license 
application: 

o  Clearly  delineated  statements  of  authority  for  all  parties  and 
key  individuals  involved  in  the  launch,  including  individuals  (or 
positions)  authorized  to  abort  the  mission,  hold  the  countdown, 
or  resume  the  countdown,  following  a  hold.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-87) 
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o  Specific  details  and  criteria  for  launch  readiness  reviews  and 
launch  dress  rehearsals.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-88) 

o  A  plan  for  the  approval  of  checklists  for  the  launch,  including 
a  provision  for  ensuring  the  currency  and  consistency  of  each 
participant's  checklist  during  the  dress  rehearsal  for  the  launch. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-89) 

o  A  provision  for  mandatory  rest  periods  before  the  launch  for 
key  participants  that  provide  for  an  adequate  and  specified  time 
period  for  uninterrupted  sleep.  The  quantitative  criteria  for  such 
rest  periods  should  be  developed  by  appropriate  human 
performance  experts  to  ensure  applicability  to  the  assigned  tasks. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-90) 

o   A  communications  plan  for: 

1 .  a  provision  that  interphone  or  other  communication 
assignments  be  apportioned  to  allow  decision 
makers  from  each  party  direct  access  to  the  decision 
makers  of  other  parties  and  that  proper  radio- 
telephone communication  phraseology  is  used,  and 

2.  a  provision  that  key  participants  in  the  launch 
monitor  a  common  intercom  channel  at  an 
established  point  in  the  countdown  and  that  these 
participants  continue  to  monitor  this  channel  during 
the  final  countdown  sequence  and  after  launch. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-91) 

o  A  plan  for  approval  of  a  safety  directive  or  safety  notebook  for 
the  launch  to  emphasize  the  safety  aspects  of  the  launch 
operation  and  to  clearly  list  and  consolidate  mission  constraints, 
rules,  and  special  launch  rules,  as  well  as  abort  procedures. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-92) 

o  For  launches  from  remote  sites  or  aircraft,  a  plan  to  assure  that 
essential  communications  interruptions  resulting  from  antenna 
patterns  are  improbable.  Practical  considerations  should  be  given 
for  tolerable  interruptions  that  may  be  associated  with  transient 
conditions,  such  as  aircraft  maneuvers.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-93) 

~  to  the  Nation&l  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 

o  Study  the  feasibility  of  installing  at  the  Wallops  Flight  Facility 
indicator  lights  on  communications  consoles  that  illuminate 
whenever  an  intercom  channel  is  in  use.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-94) 
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o  Study  the  feasibility  of  allowing  the  Range  Safety  Officer  direct 
radio  access  to  the  launch  airplane  for  Pegasus  launches.  (Class 
II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-95) 

o  Test  the  operability  of  all  recording  systems  prior  to  each 
launch  from  the  Wallops  Flight  Facility.  {Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-96) 

—  to  the  Orbital  Sciences  Corporation 

Require,  as  part  of  ELV  launch  planning  documentation: 

o  Clearly  delineated  statements  of  authority  for  all  parties  and 
key  individuals  involved  in  the  launch,  including  individuals  (or 
positions)  authorized  to  abort  the  mission,  hold  the  countdown, 
or  resume  the  countdown,  following  a  hold.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-97) 

o  Specific  details  and  criteria  for  launch  readiness  reviews  and 
dress  rehearsals.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-98) 

o  Comprehensive,  previously  reviewed,  checklists  for  the  launch, 
including  a  provision  for  ensuring  the  currency  and  consistency  of 
each  participant's  checklist  during  the  dress  rehearsal  for  the 
launch.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-99) 

o  Mandatory  rest  periods  before  the  launch  for  key  participants 
that  provide  for  an  adequate  and  specified  time  period  for 
uninterrupted  sleep.  The  quantitative  criteria  for  such  rest  periods 
should  be  developed  by  appropriate  human  performance  experts 
to  ensure  applicability  to  the  assigned  tasks.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-100) 

o   A  communications  plan  that  would  include,  at  a  minimum: 

1 .  a  provision  that  interphone  or  other  communication 
assignments  be  apportioned  to  allow  decision 
makers  from  each  party  direct  access  to  the  decision 
makers  of  other  parties  an  that  proper  radio- 
telephone communication  phraseology  are  used,  and 

2.  a  provision  that  key  participants  in  the  launch 
monitor  a  common  intercom  channel  at  an 
established  point  in  the  countdown  and  that  these 
participants  continue  to  monitor  this  channel  during 
the  final  countdown  sequence  and  after  launch. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-101) 
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o  A  safety  directive  or  safety  notebook  for  the  launch  to 
emphasize  the  safety  aspects  of  the  launch  operation  and  to 
clearly  list  and  consolidate  mission  constraints,  rules,  and  special 
launch  rules,  as  well  as  abort  procedures.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-102) 

o  For  launches  from  remote  sites  or  aircraft,  a  plan  to  assure  that 
essential  communications  interruptions  resulting  from  antenna 
patterns  are  improbable.  Practical  consideration  should  be  given 
for  tolerable  interruptions  that  may  be  associated  with  transient 
conditions  such  as  aircraft  maneuvers.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-103) 
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TCAS  TRAINING  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Price.  In  a  November  1993  incident  at  Chicago  O'Hare 
International  Airport,  the  crew  of  a  Continental  727  indicated  that 
they  were  distracted  by  traffic  alert  and  collision  avoidance  (TCAS) 
alarms  that  resulted  in  a  wheels-up  landing.  What  progress  has 
the  FAA  made  in  improving  TCAS  training  standards  for  flight 
crews  and  air  traffic  controllers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  March  25,  1993,  the  Safety  Board  issued  safety  recommendations  to  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  that  urged  TCAS  flight  simulator  training  for 
flightcrews  during  initial  and  recurrent  training.  Regarding  TCAS  training  for  con- 
trollers, the  Safety  Board  also  asked  the  FAA  to  provide  all  radar  certified  control- 
lers with  a  thorough  and  comprehensive  formal  briefing  that  explains  the  operations 
of  TCAS  and  flightcrews  responsibilities  in  responding  to  alerts.  In  their  response 
of  August  16,  1993,  the  FAA  advised  that  they  were  conducting  an  audit  of  air  car- 
riers to  determine  to  what  extent  simulators  and  training  devices  are  being  used. 
Irrespective  of  the  findings  from  this  audit,  the  Safety  Board  believes  this  training 
should  be  mandatory  and  that  regulatory  action  is  needed.  The  FAA's  response  has 
been  classified  as,  "Open — Await  Response." 

The  FAA's  action  toward  TCAS  training  for  controllers  has  been  more  positive. 
The  FAA  has  developed  two  training  videos  for  the  air  traffic  control  workforce.  One 
video  explains  TCAS  operation  in  the  terminal  environment  and  the  other  video  ex- 
plains TCAS  operations  in  the  en  route  environment.  They  have  also  developed  an 
FAA  Academy  training  course  and  an  annual  refresher  course.  The  Safety  Board 
has  classified  the  FAA's  actions  as,  "Open — Acceptable  Response." 

DIGITAL  COCKPIT  VOICE  RECORDERS 

Mr.  Price.  A  digital  cockpit  voice  recorder  was  on  board  the  Ex- 
press Airlines  11  Jetstream  turboprop  which  crashed  in  December 
1993.  What  is  the  status  of  the  use  of  digital  cockpit  voice  recorders 
on  major  air  carriers  and  commuter  aircraft?  How  has  this  ad- 
vanced technology  impacted  your  aviation  investigations  and  what 
are  the  impediments  to  increased  use  of  this  technology  among  the 
major  air  carriers  and  commuter  aircraft? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  use  of  digital  technology  in  cockpit  voice  recorders  (CVR)  has  increased  dra- 
matically in  the  last  year,  especially  in  the  smaller  commuter  aircraft.  The  use  of 
digital  recorders  as  a  replacement  for  older  tape  machines  has  also  increased.  Some 
of  the  larger  airlines  have  programs  under  way  to  systematically  replace  the  older 
tape  CVR  with  no-maintenance  soUd  state  recorders,  they  are  finding  that  the  in- 
creased cost  of  the  unit  is  justified  by  the  cost  savings  realized  in  maintaining  the 
units. 

The  Safety  Board  is  encouraging  the  replacement  of  older  tape  machines  with  the 
new  solid  state  recorders.  Most  of  solid  state  units  are  designed  to  the  tougher  sur- 
vivability standards  recently  developed  by  the  international  accident  investigation 
community.  The  recent  Express  Airlines  Jetstream  accident  in  Columbus,  Ohio  is 
a  good  illustration  of  the  advantage  of  the  solid  state  recorders,  the  post-crash  fire 
was  of  such  intensity  that  the  Safety  Board  feels  that  a  tape  CVR  might  not  have 
survived  the  intense  heat. 

AVIATION  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  the  three  highest  priority  safety  rec- 
ommendations that  you  have  made  in  the  aviation  area  that  re- 
main in  open  status,  including  the  nature  of  the  recommendation 
and  the  date  it  was  first  made. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Recommendation  Number: 

A-87-98 

Date  Issued: 

July  27,  1987 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FAA:  Take  expedited  action  to  add  visual 
flight  rules  conflict  alert  (Mode  C  Intruder)  logic  to  automated  radar  terminal 
system  (ARTS)  computers  as  an  interim  measure  to  the  ultimate 
implementation  of  the  advanced  automation  system  (ASS)2. 


2. 


Recommendation  Number: 

A-89-67 

Date  Issued: 

July  21,  1989 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FAA:  Require  that  all  turbojet  transport 
category  airplanes  certificated  in  the  future,  receive  full  scale  structural  fatigue 
testing  to  a  minimum  of  two  times  the  projected  economic  service  life.  Also 
require  that  all  currently  certificated  turbojet  transport  category  airplanes  that 
have  not  been  fatigue  tested  to  two  lifetimes,  be  subjected  to  such  testing.  As 
a  result  of  this  testing  and  subsequent  inspection  and  analysis,  require 
manufacturers  to  identify  structure  susceptible  to  multiple  site  damage  and 
adopt  inspection  programs  appropriate  for  the  detection  of  such  damage. 


3. 


Recommendation  Number: 

A-91-112 

Date  Issued: 

December  3,  1991 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FAA:  Evaluate  and  implement,  as  appropriate, 
suitable  means  for  enhancing  the  conspicuity  of  aircraft  on  airport  surfaces 
during  night  or  periods  of  reduced  visibility.  Include  in  this  effort  measures, 
such  as  the  displacement  of  an  aircraft  away  from  the  runway  centerline,  where 
applicable,  and  the  use  of  conspicuity  enhancements  such  as  high-intensity 
strobe  lighting  and  logo  lighting  by  aircraft  on  active  runways,  and  encourage 
operators  of  airplanes  certificated  prior  to  September  1 ,  1 977,  to  upgrade  their 
airplanes  to  the  present  higher  intensity  standards  for  anticollision  light 
installations. 
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FAA  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS  IMPLEMENTED 

Mr.  Price.  What  percentage  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommenda- 
tions does  the  FAA  actually  implement? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Using  the  "Rate  of  Acceptance"  measure,  those  recommendations  closed  as  accept- 
able divided  by  all  those  closed,  the  FAA  has  a  76.75%  Rate  of  Acceptance — 2594 
classified  as  closed,  with  1991  classified  as  closed  with  some  form  of  acceptable  ac- 
tion noted. 

FAA  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Of  those  recommendations  that  the  FAA  declines  to 
implement,  what  reasons  do  FAA  officials  give  for  not  implement- 
ing such  actions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  must  perform  cost/benefit  analyses  on 
most  actions  taken.  A  large  percentage  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  are 
developed  after  only  one  accident  as  justification.  Based  on  these  circumstances, 
when  the  FAA  declines  to  implement  a  Board  recommended  action,  it  is  generally 
based  on  the  lack  of  benefit  to  be  derived  from  a  single  point  correction. 

Also,  sometimes  there  is  a  genuine  and  honest  difference  of  a  opinion  over  the 
need  for  a  safety  recommendation's  implementation. 

Mr.  Price.  How  often  does  the  FAA  cite  the  potential  negative 
effects  of  implementing  your  recommendations  as  a  reason  for  not 
implementing  them? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  does  not  often  cite  negative  effects  of 
implementing  a  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  safety  recommendation  as  a 
reason  for  not  following  through  with  implementation.  There  have  been  a  few  in- 
stances where  the  Board  has  recommended  some  non-destructive  testing  procedure 
that  would  require  the  dismantling  and  rebuilding  of  an  aircraft  system;  and  the 
FAA  has  stated  its  belief  that  the  "take  apart/rebuild"  activities  might  induce  more 
problems  than  might  have  been  there  in  the  first  place.  This  has  happened  only  2 
or  3  times  in  the  25  year  history  of  the  Board. 

AIR  CARRIER  ACCIDENT  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  insert  for  the  record  the  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations of  each  major  air  carrier  accident  investigation  com- 
pleted in  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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USAir  flight  405 
LaGuardia  Airport 
Flushing,  New  York 
March  22,  1992 

On  March  22,  1992,  about  9:35  p.m.  eastern  standard  time,  a  Fokker 
28-400,  operating  as  USAir  flight  405,  from  Jacksonville,  Florida,  to  Cleveland, 
Ohio,  with  a  stopover  at  LaGuardia  Airport,  crashed  during  an  attempted 
takeoff  from  runway  13  at  LaGuardia  Airport,  Flushing,  New  York. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
causes  of  this  accident  were  the  failure  of  the  airline  industry  and  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  to  provide  flightcrews  with  procedures,  requirements, 
and  criteria  compatible  with  departure  delays  in  conditions  conducive  to 
airframe  icing  and  the  decision  by  the  flightcrew  to  take  off  without  positive 
assurance  that  the  airplane's  wings  were  free  of  ice  accumulation  after  35 
minutes  of  exposure  to  precipitation  following  deicing.  The  ice  contamination 
on  the  wings  resulted  in  an  aerodynamic  stall  and  loss  of  control  after  liftoff. 

Contributing  to  the  cause  of  the  accident  were  the  inappropriate 
procedures  used  by,  and  inadequate  coordination  between,  the  flightcrew  that 
led  to  a  takeoff  rotation  at  a  lower  than  prescribed  air  speed. 

As  a  result  of  this  accident,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
issued  the  following  safety  recommendations: 

--  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration: 

If  gate  holds  are  required  to  limit  deicing  fluid  holdover  time, 
encourage  air  traffic  control  (ATC)  to  initiate  the  gate  holds  as 
soon  as  a  deicing  operation  begins  rather  than  after  delays  have 
exceeded  15  minutes,  as  in  the  current  air  traffic  control 
definition  of  gate  hold.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-19) 

Where  deicing  operations  are  conducted  away  from  the  departure 
runway,  report  taxi  delays  in  conditions  conducive  to  airframe 
icing  in  increments  that  are  less  than  1 5  minutes  to  provide  more 
realistic  and  useful  reports  to  dispatchers  and  flightcrews.  (Class 
II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-20) 

Require  that  flight  crewmembers  and  appropriate  ground 
personnel  responsible  for  the  inspection  of  transport-category 
airplanes  for  wing  contamination  receive  specific  periodic  training 
that  will  illustrate  what  contamination  looks  like  and  feels  like  on 
a  wing  and  the  amount  of  contamination  that  is  detectable  under 
different  light  conditions.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-21) 
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Study  the  effects  on  performance  of  swept-wing  turbojet 
airplanes  when  specific  amounts  of  air  speed  are  added  to  the 
computed  rotation  speed  (delayed  rotation)  during  takeoffs  when 
wing  contamination  is  possible.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
22) 

Require  Fokker  to  determine  how  takeoff  performance  and  stall 
margin  would  be  affected  by  using  a  lower  initial  target  pitch 
attitude  on  F-28  and  F-1 00  airplanes  in  the  event  that  undetected 
upper  wing  ice  contamination  is  present,  and  change  the  normal 
operating  procedures  if  takeoff  performance  requirements  can  be 
met  while  the  stall  margin  is  improved.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-23) 

In  conjunction  with  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration,  establish  a  wind  tunnel  or  flight  test  program  to 
study  the  aerodynamic  degradation  of  both  nonslatted  and  slatted 
airplane  wings  that  have  upper  surface  contamination.  The  study 
should  be  sufficient  to  define  lift,  draft  and  pitching  moment 
changes  related  to  ice  contamination.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-24) 

In  conjunction  with  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration,  determine  the  differences,  if  any,  in  effects  on 
takeoff  performance  and  stall  margin  when  upper  wing  ice 
contamination  is  present  on  slatted  and  nonslatted  airplanes; 
include  consideration  of  operational  and  aerodynamic  factors  that 
may  explain  the  disproportionate  number  of  takeoff  icing 
accidents  of  nonslatted  airplanes.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A- 
93-25) 

Require  airlines  to  establish  a  way  to  inform  flightcrews  of  the 
type  of  fluid  and  mixture  used,  the  current  moisture  accumulation 
rate,  and  the  available  holdover  time.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-26) 

Thoroughly  research  the  effects  of  Type  II  fluids  on  runway 
surface  friction  coefficients  to  ensure  that  its  use  does  not 
degrade  airplane  traction  and  braking  beyond  safe  limits,  and 
publish  guidelines  for  the  use  of  Type  II  fluids  by  airport 
operators.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-27) 

Require  that  all  airports,  which  might  experience  freezing 
conditions  and  that  are  certified  under  Title  1 4  CFR  1 39,  establish 
deicing  plans  for  approval.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-28) 

Study  the  feasibility  of  building  a  frangible  ILS  antenna  array  for 
LaGuardia  Airport.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-29) 
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Review  Fokker  28-4000  passenger  safety  briefing  cards  to  ensure 
that  they  clearly  and  accurately  depict  the  operation  of  the  two 
types  of  forward  cabin  doors  in  both  their  normal  and  emergency 
modes  and  that  they  describe  clearly  and  accurately  how  to 
remove  the  overwing  emergency  exit  handle  cover.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93-30) 

-  to  the  Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey: 

Expedite  the  replacement  of  the  emergency  telephone  system 
between  the  air  traffic  control  tower  and  ARFF  units  at  LaGuardia 
Airport.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-31) 

Modify  or  replace  all  pump  houses  adjacent  to  runway  13/31  so 
that  they  are  not  obstructions  to  airplanes.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-32) 

--  to  the  Department  of  Transportation,  in  cooperation  with  the  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Agency,  the  National  Fire  Protection  Association,  and 
the  American  Association  of  Airport  Executives: 

Recommend  a  review  of  emergency  plans  to  include 
contingencies  for  applying  cardiopulmonary  resuscitation  (CPR) 
techniques  as  soon  as  a  sufficient  number  of  trained  personnel 
arrive  at  a  mass  casualty/triage  incident.  Emphasis  should  be 
placed  on  attempting  CPR  regardless  of  whether  vital  signs  are 
present,  especially  when  cold  water  immersion/near  drowning  is 
involved  and  where  traumatic  injuries  may  not  indicate  death. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-33) 

--  to  the  New  York  City  Health  and  Hospitals  Corporation: 

Review  and  evaluate,  in  concert  with  other  New  York  City 
emergency  response  agencies,  the  emergency  medical  response 
to  the  crash  of  USAir  flight  405  in  order  to  improve  agency 
coordination  efforts  and  to  reduce  transportation  times  or  injured 
persons  from  LaGuardia  Airport  to  area  hospitals.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93-34) 


Scenic  Air  Tours  flight  22 
l\/laui,  Hawaii 
April  22,  1992 

On  April  22,  1 992  about  3:53  Hawaiian  Standard  Time,  Scenic  Air  Tours 
flight  22  collided  with  mountainous  terrain  on  the  Island  of  Maui,  Hawaii,  while 
on  an  air  tour  flight  from  Hiio,  Hawaii,  to  Honolulu,  Hawaii. 
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The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
cause  of  the  accident  was  the  captain's  decision  to  continue  visual  flight  into 
instrunnent  meteorological  conditions  that  obscured  rising  mountainous  terrain 
and  his  failure  to  properly  use  available  navigational  information  to  remain  clear 
of  the  Island  of  Maui. 

Contributing  to  the  accident  was  the  failure  of  Scenic  Air  Tours  to 
conduct  substantive  pilot  preemployment  background  screening,  and  the  failure 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  to  require  commercial  operators  to 
conduct  substantive  pilot  preemployment  screening. 

As  a  result  of  this  accident,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
issued  the  following  safety  recommendations: 

--  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Revise  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  as  needed  to  create  a 
specific  classification  for,  and  operating  rules  governing, 
commercial  air  tour  operators  based  on  the  complexity  of  flight 
operations,  aircraft  flown,  flight  frequency,  number  of  passengers 
carried,  air  traffic  densities  in  the  areas  of  operation,  and  other 
relevant  factors.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-8) 

Establish  comprehensive  Operations  Specifications  and  Operations 
Manual  requirements  for  the  certification  of  commercial  air  tour 
operators  under  a  new  or  revised  regulatory  category.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93-9) 

Identify  airspace  which  warrants  special  protection  due  to  the 
presence  of  commercial  air  tour  operations.  Create  special 
operating  rules  for  such  airspace  to  reduce  the  potential  for  midair 
collisions  and  other  accidents  commensurate  with  meteorological 
and  terrain  considerations.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-10) 

Ensure  that  the  regulatory  basis  and  surveillance  resources  are  in 
place  to  oversee  the  operations,  equipment,  airmen,  and  airspace 
associated  with  any  selective  attention  directed  toward 
commercial  air  tour  operations.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
11) 

Devise  a  method  for  collecting  data  from  air  tour  operators 
regarding  flight  hours,  flight  segments,  and  passengers  carried 
that  can  be  included  in  civil  aviation  exposure  information  for 
aviation  industry  comparisons.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
12) 

Issue  an  Air  Carrier  Operations  Bulletin  instructing  all  Principal 
Operations  Inspectors  to  aggressively  encourage  all  commercial 
operators  to  incorporate  comprehensive  Aeronautical  Decision 
Making  (ADM)  training  in  their  pilot  training  programs.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93-13) 
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Require  commercial  operators  to  conduct  substantive  background 
checks  of  pilot  applicants,  which  include  verification  of  personal 
flight  records  and  examination  of  training,  performance,  and 
disciplinary  and  other  records  of  previous  employers,  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  safety  and  enforcement  records,  and  the 
National  Driver  Register.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-14) 

-  to  Tomy  International,  Incorporated,  d/b/a  Scenic  Air  Tours,  Hawaii: 

Conduct  substantive  background  checks  of  pilot  applicants,  which 
include  verification  of  personal  flight  records  and  examination  of 
training,  performance,  and  disciplinary  and  other  records  of 
previous  employers,  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  safety 
and  enforcement  records,  and  the  National  Driver  Register.  (Class 
II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-15) 

in  addition,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  reiterates  the 
following  recommendation  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration: 

Perform  a  special  study  of  the  adequacy  of  Flight  Standards 
District  Office  staffing  considering  the  availability  of  work  hours, 
the  geographic  area  of  responsibility,  and  the  size  and  complexity 
of  the  assigned  operations.   (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-90-136) 


GP  Express  Airlines,  Inc.  flight  861 
Anniston,  Alabama 
June  8,  1 992 

On  June  8,  1992,  GP  Express  Airlines,  Inc.  flight  861  crashed  while 
maneuvering  to  land  at  the  Anniston  Metropolitan  Airport,  Anniston,  Alabama. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
causes  of  the  accident  were  the  failure  of  senior  management  of  GP  Express 
to  provide  adequate  training  and  operational  support  for  the  startup  of  the 
southern  operation,  which  resulted  in  the  assignment  of  an  inadequately 
prepared  captam  with  a  relatively  inexperienced  first  officer  in  revenue 
passenger  service,  and  the  failure  of  the  flightcrew  to  use  approved  instrument 
flight  procedures,  which  resulted  in  a  loss  of  situational  awareness  and  terrain 
clearance. 

Contributing  to  the  causes  of  the  accident  was  GP  Express'  failure  to 
provide  approach  charts  to  each  pilot  and  to  establish  stabilized  approach 
criteria.  Also  contributing  were  the  inadequate  crew  coordination  and  a  role 
reversal  on  the  part  of  the  captain  and  first  officer. 

As  a  result  of  this  accident,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
issued  the  following  safety  recommendations: 
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-  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration: 

Require  that  all  pilots  operating  aircraft  under  14  CFR  135  have 
access  to  their  own  set  of  instrument  approach  charts.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93-25) 

Require  that  scheduled  air  carriers  operating  under  14  CFR  Part 
135  develop  and  include  in  their  flight  operation  manuals  and 
training  programs  stabilized  approach  criteria.  The  criteria  should 
include  specific  limits  of  localizer,  glideslope,  and  COR  needle 
deflections  and  rates  of  descent,  etc.,  near  the  airport,  beyond 
which  initiation  of  an  immediate  missed  approach  would  be 
required.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-36) 

Develop  guidance  and  evaluation  criteria  for  Principal  Operations 
Inspectors  to  use  to  ensure  that  airline  cockpit  resource 
management  training  programs  adequately  address  crew 
interaction,  decision-making  processes,  information  gathering, 
flightcrew  communications,  and  leadership  skills.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (A-93-37) 

For  airlines  that  utilize  contracted  flight  and  ground  training 
programs,  require  that  pilots  hired  directly  to  be  captains  receive 
additional  flight  instruction  pertaining  to  the  operating 
environment  and  procedures  unique  to  the  airline  from  an  FAA- 
approved  company  check  airman  or  instructor,  rather  than  only 
from  the  contractor  instructor.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
38) 

Amend  14  CFR  135.243(c)(2)  to  require  that  the  pilot-in- 
command  of  a  commuter  air  carrier  flight  that  requires  two 
crewmembers  have  at  least  100  hours  of  flight  time  or  an 
equivalent  level  of  training  in  commuter  air  carrier  operations 
requiring  two  pilots.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-39) 

Additionally,    the     Safety     Board    reiterated     the    following    safety 
recommendations  to  the  FAA: 

Establish  minimum  experience  levels  for  each  pilot-in-command 
and  second-in-command  pilot,  and  require  the  use  of  such  criteria 
to  prohibit  the  pairing  on  the  same  flight  of  pilots  who  have  less 
than  the  minimum  experience  in  their  respective  positions.  (A-88- 
137) 

Require  that  scheduled  14  CFR  Part  135  operators  develop  and 
use  Cockpit  Resource  Management  programs  in  their  training 
methodology  by  a  specified  date.    (A-90-135) 
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Trans  World  Airlines  flight  843 
John  F.  Kennedy  International  Airport 
Jamaica,  New  York 
July  30,  1992 

On  July  30,  1992,  at  5:41  p.m.  eastern  daylight  time,  Trans  World 
Airlines  experienced  an  aborted  takeoff  shortly  after  liftoff  from  John  F. 
Kennedy  International  Airport,  Jamaica,  New  York,  en  route  to  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  California. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
causes  of  this  accident  were  design  deficiencies  in  the  stall  warning  system 
that  permitted  a  defect  to  go  undetected,  the  failure  of  TWA's  maintenance 
program  to  correct  a  repetitive  malfunction  of  the  stall  warning  system,  and 
inadequate  crew  coordination  between  the  captain  and  first  officer  that 
resulted  in  their  inappropriate  response  to  a  false  stall  warning. 

As  a  result  of  this  accident,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
Issued  the  following  safety  recommendations: 

--  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration: 

Require  the  inspection  of  windows  that  are  installed  in  emergency 
exits  to  ensure  that  they  are  free  from  damage  that  would 
Interfere  with  a  clear  view  and  order  the  replacement  of  windows 
that  are  not  airworthy.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-16) 

Inform  operators  of  L-1011  airplanes  of  the  necessity  to  adjust 
seatbelts  tightly  and  to  lock  both  sides  of  the  seatbelts  (if  locks 
are  installed)  that  are  installed  on  cockpit  observer  seats  before 
takeoff,  landing,  and  during  turbulence.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-17) 

Research  the  effect  of  aging  upon  the  self-extinguishing  ability  of 
cabin  interior  furnishings  and  test  furnishings  that  were  certified 
to  14  CFR  25.853(a)(l)(i)  to  determine  if  they  comply  with  the 
self-extinguishing  requirements.  Interior  furnishings  that  fail  to 
comply  with  14  CFR  25.853(a)(l)(i)  should  be  immediately 
replaced  with  materials  that  comply  with  14  CFR  25.853, 
Appendix  F.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-18) 

Issue  an  air  carrier  operations  bulletin  directing  Principal 
Operations  Inspectors  for  14  CFR  121  and  14  CFR  135  airlines 
to  include  in  the  training  and  procedures  a  requirement  for  crew 
coordination  briefings  on  actions  to  take  in  the  event  of  abnormal 
situations  during  the  takeoff  and  initial  climb  phase  of  flight,  and 
the  proper  techniques  for  the  transfer  of  control  of  the  airplane, 
especially  during  time-critical  phases  of  flight.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-49) 
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Issue  an  air  carrier  maintenance  bulletin  directing  the  Principal 
Maintenance  and  Avionics  Inspectors  for  1 4  CFR  1 21  and  1 4  CFR 
135  airlines  to  review  the  airlines'  maintenance  and  quality 
assurance  programs  to  take  appropriate  actions  to  verify  that  the 
trend  monitoring  programs  are  structured  to  detect  repetitive 
malfunctions  by  means  of  flight-hour  monitoring,  as  well  as 
calendar-day  monitoring.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-50) 

Issue  an  airworthiness  directive  to  require  that  a  caution  or 
warning  light  illuminates  on  the  pilots'  caution-warning  panel  in 
the  event  of  a  failure  within  the  circuitry  of  L-101 1  stall  warning 
systems  during  ground  or  flight  operations.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (A-93-51) 

Require  that  the  redundant  stall  warning  systems  installed  on 
transport-category  airplanes  have  ground  test  features  and  self- 
monitoring  systems  to  alert  the  pilots  to  malfunctions  in  the  stall 
warning  systems.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-52) 

Issue  air  carrier  bulletins  directing  the  Principal  Inspectors  for  14 
CFR  121  and  1 4  CFR  1 35  airlines  to  review  the  circumstances  of 
the  accident  involving  TWA  flight  843  on  July  30,  1992,  and  to 
make  the  facts,  conditions,  and  circumstances  of  the  accident 
known  to  the  appropriate  airline  operations,  training,  and 
maintenance  personnel.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-53) 

Conduct  a  human  factors  study,  in  cooperation  with  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration,  of  the  practice  by  many 
airlines  of  requiring  the  captain  to  initiate  and  execute  a  rejected 
takeoff,  even  when  the  first  officer  is  making  the  takeoff.  The 
study  should  include  a  thorough  examination  of  the  practice  of 
having  the  captain  keep  his  hand  on  the  power  levers  when  the 
first  officer  is  making  the  takeoff.  The  study  should  also  include 
a  comprehensive  review  and  analysis  of  accident  and  incident 
data  and  simulator  or  other  research,  as  necessary.  The  results 
of  the  study  should  be  widely  disseminated  to  the  airline  industry 
for  use  in  evaluating  and  revising,  if  appropriate,  rejected  takeoff 
procedures  and  training.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-54) 

to  the  Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey: 

Remove  the  blast  fence  located  near  the  approach  end  of  runway 
31 L  at  John  F.  Kennedy  International  Airport,  and  implement 
alternative  methods  to  protect  airplane  operations  from  jet  blast 
on  runway  4R/22L.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-69) 
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Midair  Collision 
Greenwood,  Indiana 
September  11,  1992 

On  September  11,1 992,  about  4:57  central  daylight  time,  a  Mitsubishi 
l\/IU-2B-60  and  a  Piper  PA-32-301  Saratoga  collided  at  2,100  feet  mean  sea 
level,  approximately  2  miles  northeast  of  the  Greenwood  Municipal  Airport, 
Greenwood,  Indiana. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
cause  of  the  accident  was  the  inherent  limitations  of  the  see-and-avoid  concept 
of  separation  of  aircraft  operating  under  visual  flight  rules  that  precluded  the 
pilots  of  the  MU-2  and  the  PA-32  from  recognizing  a  collision  hazard  and 
taking  actions  to  avoid  the  midair  collision. 

Contributing  to  the  cause  of  the  accident  was  the  failure  of  the  MU-2 
pilot  to  use  all  of  the  air  traffic  control  services  available  by  not  activating  his 
instrument  flight  rules  flight  plan  before  takeoff.  Also  contributing  to  the  cause 
of  the  accident  was  the  failure  of  both  pilots  to  follow  recommended  traffic 
pattern  procedures,  as  recommended  in  the  Airman's  Information  Manual,  for 
airport  arrivals  and  departures. 

As  a  result  of  this  accident,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
issued  the  following  safety  recommendations: 

--  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Develop,  publish,  and  disseminate  VFR  departure  and  arrival 
procedures  for  uncontrolled  airports  near  Classes  B,  C,  or  D  air 
space,  irrespective  of  the  provisions  contained  in  Part  91  of  the 
FARs.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  establishing  entry  and 
departure  corridors  for  high-performance  airplanes  that  are 
separate  from  low-performance  airplanes  at  these  uncontrolled 
airports.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-127) 

Revise  the  Airman's  Information  Manual  to  recommend  that  pilots 
departing  in  VMC,  with  intentions  of  obtaining  IFR  clearances, 
obtain  ATC  clearances  prior  to  becoming  airborne  when  two-way 
radio  communication  with  ATC  is  available  on  the  ground.  (Class 
II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-128) 

Revise  the  Airman's  Information  Manual  so  that  the  information 
on  scanning  for  other  aircraft  and  the  judgment  aspects  of 
collision  avoidance  are  emphasized.  Upon  the  next  revision  of  the 
Flight  Training  Handbook  (AC  61-21  A)  and  the  Pilot's  Handbook 
of  Aeronautical  Knowledge  (AC  61-23B),  include  the  information 
on  scanning  for  other  aircraft  and  the  judgment  aspects  of 
collision  avoidance.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-129) 
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Inform  flight  instructors  about  the  necessity  for  emphasizing 
scanning  techniques  during  training  and  biennial  flight  reviews. 
(Class  II,  Priority  Action)  {A-93-130) 

For  the  benefit  of  pilot  awareness,  revise  language  in  the 
Airman's  Information  Manual  to  clearly  reflect  pilot  responsibility 
in  view  of  the  limits  of  controller  responsibility  for  separating  IFR 
from  VFR  aircraft.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-131) 

--  to  the  National  Business  Aircraft  Association,  the  National  Association  of 
Flight  Instructors,  the  Experimental  Aircraft  Association,  and  the  Aircraft 
Owners  and  Pilots  Association: 

Inform  your  members  of  the  circumstances  of  this  accident,  and 
encourage  them  to  institute  the  recommended  practices  discussed 
in  the  accident  report,  especially  the  need  for  flight  instructors  to 
emphasize  scanning  techniques  during  training  and  biennial  fight 
reviews,  and  the  need  for  pilots  to  clearly  understand  their 
responsibilities  in  view  of  the  limits  of  controller  responsibility  for 
separating  IFR  from  VFR  aircraft.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
132) 

In    addition,    the    Safety     Board    reiterated    the    following    safety 
recommendation  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration: 

Expedite  the  development,  certification,  and  production  of  various 
low-cost  proximity  warning  and  conflict  detection  systems  for  use 
aboard  general  aviation  aircraft.    (A-88-27) 


Japan  Airlines,  Inc.  flight  46E 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
March  31,  1993 

On  March  31,1 993,  the  No.  2  engine  and  engine  pylon  separated  from 
Japan  Airlines,  Inc.  flight  46  E,  a  Boeing  747-1 21 ,  shortly  after  departure  from 
Anchorage  International  Airport,  Anchorage,  Alaska. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
cause  of  the  accident  was  the  lateral  separation  of  the  No.  2  engine  pylon  due 
to  an  encounter  with  severe  or  possibly  extreme  turbulence  that  resulted  in 
dynamic  multi-axis  lateral  loadings  that  exceeded  the  ultimate  lateral  load- 
carrying  capability  of  the  pylon,  which  was  already  reduced  by  the  presence 
of  the  fatigue  crack  near  the  forward  end  of  the  pylon's  forward  firewall  web. 

As  a  result  of  this  accident,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
issued  the  following  safety  recommendations: 


169 

—  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Develop  and  implement  a  meteorological  program  to  observe, 
document,  and  analyze  potential  meteorological  aircraft  hazards 
in  the  area  of  Anchorage  International  Airport,  Anchorage,  Alaska, 
with  an  emphasis  on  the  approach  and  departure  paths  of  the 
airport.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-136) 

Amend  the  design  load  requirements  of  14  CFR  Part  25  to 
consider  multiple  axis  loads  encountered  during  severe 
turbulence.    (Class  III,  Longer  Term  Action)  (A-93-137) 

Require  the  Boeing-proposed  Boeing  747  engine  pylon  structural 
modification  program  to  include  increasing  the  lateral-load 
capability  of  the  pylon  structure.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
138) 

Require  any  future  structural  modifications  of  existing  engine 
pylons  to  consider  multiple  axis  loading.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-139) 

Issue  an  Airworthiness  Directive  to  require  compliance  with 
Boeing  Service  Bulletin  747-54-2160.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action) 
(A-93-140) 

Consider  the  necessity  and  feasibility  of  requiring  the  modification 
of  the  aircraft  departure  routes  at  Anchorage  International  Airport 
during  periods  of  moderate  or  severe  turbulence  to  minimize  the 
potential  of  aircraft  encountering  mountain-induced  low  level 
turbulence.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-141) 

—  to  the  National  Weather  Service: 

Use  the  WSR-88D  doppler  weather  radar  system  at  Anchorage, 
Alaska,  to  document  mountain-generated  wind  fields  in  the 
Anchorage  area  and  to  develop  in  greater  detail  low  altitude 
turbulence  forecasts.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-142) 

Additionally,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  reiterated  the 
following  safety  recommendation  to  the  National  Weather  Service: 

Develop  a  broader  meteorological  aircraft  hazard  program  to 
include  other  airports  in  or  near  mountainous  terrain,  based  on  the 
results  obtained  in  the  Colorado  Springs,  Colorado,  area.  (Class 
II,  Priority  Action)  (A-92-58) 
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Public  use  aircraft  owned  by 
the  State  of  South  Dakota 
Zwingle,  Iowa 
April  19,  1993 

On  April  1 9,  1 993,  at  3:52  p.m.  central  daylight  time,  a  Mitsubishi  MU- 
2B-60  operated  by  the  South  Dakota  Department  of  Transportation  as  a  public 
use  airplane  collided  with  a  silo  on  a  farm  near  Zwingle,  Iowa,  while  attempting 
an  approach  to  an  emergency  landing  at  Dubuque  Regional  Airport,  Dubuque, 
Iowa. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
cause  of  the  accident  was  the  fatigue  cracking  and  fracture  of  the  propeller 
hub  arm.  The  resultant  separation  of  the  hub  arm  and  the  propeller  blade 
damaged  the  engine,  nacelle,  wing,  and  fuselage,  thereby  causing  significant 
degradation  to  aircraft  performance  and  control  that  made  a  successful  landing 
problematic. 

As  a  result  of  this  accident,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
issued  the  following  safety  recommendations: 

-  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration: 

Determine  whether  any  4-bladed  Hartzell  propeller  hubs  have  ever 
been  installed  on  MU-2B  airplanes  and  are  now  installed  on  other 
model  airplanes,  and  issue  the  necessary  airworthiness  directives 
to  inspect  the  hubs  for  fatigue  damage.  (Class  I,  Urgent  Action) 
{A-93-153) 

Identify  airplanes  that  can,  through  a  combination  of  the  resonant 
RPM,  the  ground  RPM  range,  and  repair  limits  at  the  blade  tip, 
produce  the  reactionless  mode  in  the  normal  operating  range.  For 
those  airplanes  containing  Hartzell  hubs  at  risk  for  reduced  fatigue 
properties  (manufactured  prior  to  April  1984),  require  inspection 
for  cracks  in  the  pilot  tube  hole.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93- 
154) 

Perform  a  designated  safety  inspection  for  cracking  in  the  pilot 
tube  hole  on  high  time  Hartzell  3-,  4-,  and  5-bladed  propeller  hubs 
that  are  found  to  have  high  operating  stress  and  that  were 
manufactured  with  the  pilot  tube  holes  finished  machined  prior  to 
heat  treatment.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-155) 

Increase  the  minimum  ground  idle  RPM  speed  of  the  HC-B4 
propeller  on  the  MU-2B  airplane  to  provide  a  greater  margin 
between  the  resonant  frequency  of  the  reactionless  mode  and  the 
ground  idle  speed.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-156) 
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Revise  maintenance  and  repair  linnits  for  propeller  blades  on  HC- 
B4  hubs  on  MU-2B  aircraft  to  reduce  the  length  of  the 
uncontrolled  area  at  the  blade  tip  to  minimize  the  in-service 
increase  in  the  reactionless  mode  frequency.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  {A-93-157) 

Enhance  the  Emergency  Assistance  section  of  Air  Traffic  Control 
handbook  71 10.65  to  fully  address  the  issue  of  selecting  the  best 
possible  diversion  airport  for  an  IFR  aircraft  in  an  emergency 
status.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-158) 

Provide  all  ARTCC  sector  positions  of  operation  with  the 
capability  of  displaying  several  hourly  weather  sequence  reports 
at  once.  This  display  should  be  updated  automatically,  and 
displayed  at  all  times.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-159) 

Provide  expanded  emergency  procedures  training  for  air  traffic 
controllers.  The  general  capabilities  of  airplanes  in  various 
emergency  scenarios  involving  air  traffic  control  should  be  a  focal 
point  of  this  training,  and  past  air  traffic  control-related  accident 
reports  should  be  used.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (A-93-160) 
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OFFICE  OF  AVIATION  SAFETY  STAFFING 

Mr.  Price.  You  are  requesting  $13,577  million  and  124  FTEs  for 
the  Office  of  Aviation  Safety,  a  reduction  of  5  FTEs  from  the  fiscal 
year  1994  level.  In  what  areas  will  the  staff  reductions  be  made? 
To  what  extent  will  your  proposed  reduction  in  staffing  affect  avia- 
tion accident  investigations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  proposed  reduction  of  5  FTEs  will  be  achieved  through  attrition,  so  we  do  not 
know  exactly  which  positions  will  be  affected.  However,  we  do  expect  that  most  of 
the  positions  will  come  from  our  investigative  and  technical  positions,  since  these 
constitute  the  majority  of  employees  in  tlus  area.  Although  we  are  committed  to  in- 
vestigating all  mandated  accidents,  we  will  see  delays  in  issuing  accident  reports, 
a  lessened  ability  to  send  our  employees  to  training,  more  employees  being  "on  call" 
more  often  and  for  longer  periods  of  time,  and  a  lessened  ability  to  foUowup  on  safe- 
ty recommendations. 

Mr.  Price.  The  fiscal  year  1995  staffing  request  for  the  Office  of 
Aviation  Safety  is  43  percent  larger  than  the  requested  staffing 
level  of  the  multimodal  Office  of  Surface  Transportation  Safety. 
What  is  the  rationale  for  the  greater  emphasis  on  aviation  accident 
staffing  when  more  fatalities  occur  in  surface  transportation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board's  greater  emphasis  on  aviation  accident  staffing  results  from  two  basic 
reasons:  1)  our  transportation  safety  mandate  requires  us  to  investigate  or  cause  to 
be  investigated  all  aviation  accidents;  while  surface  accidents  are  investigated  based 
on  the  severity  of  the  accident  and  our  determination  of  the  potential  safety  benefit 
to  be  achieved  by  our  involvement;  and  2)  even  though  a  greater  nvunber  of  fatali- 
ties occur  in  the  surface  modes,  most  of  these  occvir  in  the  highway  accidents  were 
individuals  have  at  least  some  control  over  their  own  safety. 

The  majority  of  these  accidents  are  investigated  by  state  and/or  local  officials.  In 
the  aviation  mode,  many  of  the  fatalities  occur  in  situations  where  individuals  have 
little  or  no  control  over  their  safety.  Our  involvement  in  these  cases  is  essential  to 
maintaining  public  confidence  in  the  transportation  system. 

AVIATION  ACCIDENT  REPORTS 

Mr.  Price.  The  justifications  indicate  that  six  major  aviation  ac- 
cident investigation  reports  and  2,170  field  reports  will  be  issued 
in  fiscal  year  1994.  How  many  such  reports  have  been  issued  to 
date? 

[The  information  follows:] 

From  October  1,  1993,  to  March  11,  1994,  five  major  aviation  accident  reports,  one 
summary  report,  and  821  field  reports  have  been  issued. 

ADMINISTRATIVE  LICENSE  REVOCATION 

Mr.  Price.  Administrative  license  revocation  for  drunk  drivers  is 
on  the  Safety  Board's  "Most  Wanted"  list.  At  our  hearings  last 
year,  you  indicated  that  32  States  have  passed  laws  enacting  ad- 
ministrative revocation  of  the  licenses  of  drunk  drivers.  What 
progress  has  been  made  since  last  year  in  this  area? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Two  states — ^Texas  and  Idaho — enacted  administrative  license  revocation  (ALR) 
laws  in  1993,  bringing  the  number  of  states  with  a  law  to  34  (plus  the  District  of 
Columbia).  The  Safety  Board  was  actively  involved  in  both  states,  testifying  at  hear- 
ings and  meeting  with  key  legislators.  ALR  bills  were  considered  in  11  of  the  re- 
maining 16  states  during  1993. 

Although  it  is  still  early  in  the  year,  ALR  bills  have  been  introduced  in  at  least 
ten  states,  with  the  legislation  receiving  active  consideration  in  most  of  those.  In 
Virginia,  an  omnibus  drunk  driving  bill  containing  ALR  and  other  provisions  has 
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passed  both  the  House  and  Senate.  A  Massachusetts  bill  has  passed  the  Senate,  and 
the  House  action  is  expected  soon.  There  is  strong  support  for  legislation  in  Penn- 
sylvania and  South  CaroUna,  so  that  legislation  there  also  is  possible  in  1994. 

HIGH  RISK  DRIVERS  ACT  OF  1993 

Mr.  Price.  The  High  Risk  Drivers  Act  sponsored  by  Congress- 
man Frank  Wolf  and  Senator  John  Danforth  would  establish  a  new 
federal  grant  program  to  reduce  traffic  accidents  caused  by  teenage 
drinking.  Has  the  Safety  Board  evaluated  this  legislation  and,  if  so, 
please  provide  your  comments  for  the  record? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  commented  on  the  High  Risk  Driv- 
ers Act  of  1993,  and  a  copy  of  our  May  6,  1993,  letter  to  Congressman  Frank  R. 
Wolf  is  below. 
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^^«A^/5/^^  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

Washington,  D.C.  20594 


Office  of  the  Chairman  „        ,       ioot 

Honorable  Frank  R.  Wolf 
Ranking  Republican  Member 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and 

Related  Agencies 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  O.C.  20515 

Dear  Congressman  Wolf: 

Thank  you  for  requesting  the  Safety  Board's  views  on  the  High  Risk 
Drivers  Act  of  1993  (S.  738  and  H.R.  1719),  legislation  to  promote  the 
implementation  of  programs  to  improve  the  traffic  safety  performance  of  high 
risk  drivers. 

As  you  know,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  recently  adopted  a 
series  of  safety  recommendations  to  reduce  traffic  crashes  among  young 
drivers,  a  group  targeted  in  the  High  Risk  Drivers  Act  of  1993.  The  Safety 
Board  examined  a  large  body  of  research  involving  young  driver  (ages  15  to 
20)  highway  accidents  and  actions  to  prevent  crashes  by  young  drivers  as  part 
of  its  review.  This  research  shows  that  young  drivers  are  unquestionably 
over-represented  in  traffic  accidents  and  deaths  and  that  underage  drinking 
and  driving. continues  to  play  a  role  in  youth  traffic  crashes  and  fatalities. 

A  series  of  recommendations  was  issued  to  the  states  aimed  at  young 
drivers  and  their  access  to  alcohol.  The  Governors  of  all  50  states,  Puerto 
Rico,  the  Territories,  and  the  Mayor  and  the  City  Council  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  were  urged  to  improve  their  underage  alcohol  programs  by: 

Eliminating  deficiencies  in  minimum  drinking  age 
legislation  to  prohibit  persons  under  the  age  of  21  from 
purchasing  or  attempting  to  purchase  alcoholic  beverages, 
and  from  possessing  or  consuming  alcoholic  beverages; 

Vigorously   enforcing  minimum  drinking   age   laws,   youth 

drinking  and  driving  laws,  and  license  revocation  action 

against  both  underage  purchasers  and  those  who  sell  to  under 
age  persons; 

Enacting  comprehensive  laws  that  make  it  illegal  for  underage 
drivers  to  drive  with  any  blood  alcohol  concentration  above 
0.00  BAC; 

Enacting  a  provisional  driver's  license  for  young  novice 
drivers;  and 
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Honorable  Frank  R.  Wolf 
Page  2 

Enacting  nighttime  driving  restrictions  for  young  novice 
drivers  that  prohibit  driving  between  certain  times, 
especially  midnight  to  five  a.m. 

The  Safety  Board  believes  many  of  the  provisions  in  the  High  Risk 
Drivers  Act  of  1993  are  consistent  with  our  recommendations.  We  particularly 
concur  in  the  legislative  provisions  which  call  on  the  states  to  institute 
provisional  drivers  licensing  systems  as  a  condition  for  receiving  grant 
assistance.  Our  recent  study  shows  that  incentives  for  more  vigorous 
enforcement  of  minimum  purchase  age  laws,  for  both  sellers  and  buyers,  can 
have  a  positive  effect  and  the  Safety  Board  supports  the  legislation's  intent 
in  this  area  as  well.  Further,  the  Safety  Board  believes  the  bill  should  be 
amended  to  lower  the  legal  blood  alcohol  concentration  (BAC)  level  for 
drivers  under  age  21  to  0.00,  rather  than  0.02  as  presently  proposed. 

The  Safety  Board  offers  no  specific  comments  with  respect  to  the  older 
driver  programs  contained  in  Title  II,  but  we  are  looking  into  several 
accidents  involving  elderly  drivers.  Since  April  1992,  there  have  been  five 
highly  visible  accidents  involving  elderly  drivers  in  which  eight  pedestrians 
were  killed  and  25  injured.  Three  of  the  accidents  are  being  investigated  by 
the  Board.  While  the  threshold  age  of  an  elderly  driver  has  not  been 
defined,  the  age  of  the  five  drivers  involved  in  the  aforementioned  accidents 
ranged  from  70  to  87.  In  each  case  the  vehicle  accelerated  out  of  control 
and  each  driver  alleged  that  the  vehicle  was  defective.  However,  a 
mechanical  inspection  of  the  four  of  the  five  vehicles  did  not  reveal  any 
discrepancies. 

Since  there  is  a  growing  elderly  driver  population  with  perhaps  unique 
driving  problems,  the  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  investigate  selected 
accidents  involving  this  issue.  The  investigations  will  be  aimed  not  only  at 
determining  the  probable  cause  of  the  accidents,  but  also  at  identifying  the 
unique  problems  of  the  elderly  driver,  and  developing  recommendations  that 
will  reduce  the  risk  of  them  being  involved  in  highway  accidents. 

Again,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  legislation,  and 
we  stand  ready  to  work  with  you  toward  the  enactment  of  comprehensive 
measures  to  stem  the  tide  of  underage  drinking  and  driving,  and  its  tragic 
effect  on  highway  safety. 

Sincerely, 


Tarl  W.  Vogt  ^ 
Chairman 
cc:  Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on 
Transportation  and  Related 
Agencies 
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TEENAGE  DRIVERS 


Mr.  Price.  Please  list  (1)  those  States  which  have  set  lower  or 
zero  tolerance  blood  alcohol  concentration  limits  for  teenagers  dur- 
ing 1993  and  indicate  the  BAG  limit;  (2)  those  States  which  in  1993 
instituted  nighttime  driving  curfews  for  teenagers;  (3)  those  States 
which  in  1993  enacted  provisional  licensing  for  young  drivers;  (4) 
those  States  which  in  1993  enacted  automatic  license  suspension 
for  teenagers  convicted  of  alcohol  offenses;  and,  (5)  those  States 
which  enacted  stiffer  penalties  for  the  sale  of  alcohol  to  minors  or 
the  possession  of  alcohol  by  minors.  What  are  the  most  important 
actions  NHTSA  could  take  to  reduce  teenage  driving  under  the  in- 
fluence of  alcohol? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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States  Enacting  or  Improving  Low  BAC  Laws  for  Youth  (1993) 

Arkansas  0.02  BAC  Under  Age  21 

California  0.01  BAC  Under  Age  21  {  Improved  1993) 


District  of 
Columbia 

Minnesota 

Nebraska 

New  Mexico 

Ohio 

Tennessee 
Texas 


0.00  BAC 
0.00  BAC 
0.02  BAC 
0.02  BAC 
0.02  BAC 

0.02  BAC 
0.07  BAC 


Under  Age  21 

Under  Age  21 

Under  Age  21 

Under  Age  21  (Improved  1993) 

Under  Age  21  (Improved  Feb. 
1994) 

Under  Age  21 

Under  Age  21 


States  Enacting  Nighttime  Driving  Restrictions  for  Youth  (1993) 

None 


States  Enacting  Provisional  Licensing  for  Youth  ( 1 993) 

No  State  enacted  a  provisional  licensing  system  consistent  with  Safety 
Board  recommendations  in  1993.  Oregon  has  enacted  a  system  that  may  be 
an  alternative  to  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations.  The  State  of  Oregon 
is  providing  the  Board  with  additional  information  on  its  system.      


States  Enacting  Administrative  License  Suspension  for  Youth  (1993) 

All  States  that  enacted  low  BAC  legislation  for  youth  in  1 993  provide  for 
automatic  suspension  upon  conviction.  Based  on  information  available  to  the 
Safety  Board,  the  following  States  enacted  low  BAC  legislation  for  youth  and 
link  that  legislation  with  administrative  license  suspension: 

California 

District  of  Columbia 

Minnesota 

Nebraska 

New  Mexico 

Ohio  (Improved  Feb  1994) 
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States    Enacting    Enhanced   Sanctions   for   Sale   of   Alcohol   to    Minors   or 
Possession  of  Alcohol  by  Minors  (1993) 

The  Safety  Board  has  no  information  on  legislation  to  provide  for  stiffer 
penalties  for  alcohol  sale  to,  or  possession  by,  minors.  However,  the  Safety 
Board  has  received  information  from  the  States  that  many  deficiencies  in  age 
21  laws  have  been  rectified.  As  of  February  24,  1994,  at  least  23  changes  in 
1 1  States  have  been  made  regarding  the  age  21  laws  identified  in  the  Safety 
Board's  report.  The  States  include:  Arkansas,  Connecticut,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  Louisiana,  Montana,  New  York,  Oregon,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island, 
South  Dakota,  and  Virginia.  Other  States  have  provided  information  on  age  21 
laws  that  the  Board  is  in  the  process  of  analyzing. 
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SNYDER,  OK,  SCHOOLBUS  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  What  issues  are  you  looking  at  in  the  November  1993 
accident  involving  a  schoolbus  and  a  tractor  semi-trailer  in  Snyder, 
Oklahoma,  and  why  is  the  Safety  Board  involved  in  this  particular 
highway  accident? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  continues  to  investigate  schoolbus  acci- 
dents that  cause  significant  child  passenger  fatalities.  As  a  result  of  the  Snyder, 
Oklahoma,  schoolbus  accident,  eight  of  the  nine  student  passengers  were  ejected 
and  four  died.  In  conjunction  with  this  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  is  exploring 
occupant  restraint  systems  and  requirements  for  small  schoolbuses,  driver  training 
and  qualifications,  and  student  passenger  behavior  on  schoolbuses. 

SCHOOLBUS  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  Is  the  Safety  Board  concerned  about  NHTSA's  lack  of 
progress  in  addressing  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  ad- 
dressing fuel  tank  integrity  and  the  flammability  of  materials  in 
schoolbuses?  What  are  the  reasons  for  the  delay? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  has  been  providing  the  Safe- 
ty Board  with  periodic  updates  on  their  progress  concerning  the  fuel  tank  integrity 
and  flammability  of  materials  in  schoolbus  research.  This  issue  requires  significant 
study,  and  the  Safety  Board  has  classified  the  recommendations  concerning  this 
issue  as  Open-Acceptable  Action. 

VERNON,  NJ,  CHARTER  BUS  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  the  Safety  Board's  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations in  the  investigation  of  the  July  1992  accident  in 
Vernon,  New  Jersey,  involving  the  Sensational  Golden  Sons  charter 
bus  operator. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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On  July  26,  1992,  about  11:10  a.m.,  the  driver  of  a  charter  bus 
traveling  from  Brooklyn,  New  York,  to  Vernon,  New  Jersey,  lost  control  of  the 
bus  as  it  descended  a  steep  hill.  The  bus  struck  a  car,  overturned  on  its  right 
side,  slid  and  spun  on  its  side,  uprighted,  and  struck  another  car  before  coming 
to  rest.  A  fire  ensued,  burning  the  bus  and  the  second  car.  Twelve  of  the  50 
bus  occupants  were  ejected  from  the  bus  during  the  collision;  six  of  whom 
died.  The  bus  driver,  who  was  also  the  owner  of  the  company,  and  the  other 
37  bus  passengers  sustained  minor  to  serious  injuries.  The  two  car  drivers 
sustained  minor  injuries,  and  the  car  passenger  was  uninjured. 

The  bus  had  been  purchased  by  Golden  Sons  in  March  1992  and  was 
registered  with  the  State  of  New  York  while  still  uninspected.  The  owner  was 
given  10  days  to  have  the  bus  inspected,  but  he  never  had  it  done.  This  was 
not  an  isolated  case.  A  spot-check  conducted  by  the  New  York  Department 
of  Transportation  after  the  accident  revealed  more  than  30  other  buses  without 
inspection  stickers  that  were  transporting  passengers. 

In  addition.  New  York's  Department  of  Transportation  permits  a  bus 
operator  who  is  found  to  be  transporting  passengers  without  an  inspection 
sticker  to  unload  the  passengers  and  driver  away  without  having  the  bus 
inspected.  Because  the  practice  does  not  discourage  the  operator  from  using 
uninspected  buses  in  future  operations,  it  poses  a  safety  hazard. 

Golden  Sons  was  operating  in  interstate  commerce  and  was  subject  to 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  rules  and  regulations;  however,  FHWA 
was  unaware  that  Golden  Sons  existed.  Consequently,  there  was  no  federal 
safety  oversight  of  the  carrier.  The  FHWA  could  have  discovered  from  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  (ICC)  that  Golden  Sons  had  interstate 
authority,  but  failed  to  search  ICC  documents  despite  assurances  in  1 988  that 
they  would  do  so. 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable 
cause  of  the  accident  was  the  busdriver/owner's  failure  to  maintain  the  bus 
adequately  and  his  deliberate  disregard  in  choosing  to  operate  the  bus  with 
known  brake  deficiencies.  Contributing  to  the  accident  was  the  failure  of  the 
New  York  Department  of  Transportation  to  inspect  the  bus  and  ensure  that  its 
deficiencies  were  corrected.  Also  contributing  to  the  accident  was  the 
inadequacy  of  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's  system  for  identifying 
motor  carriers. 

On  July  26,  1 993,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  issued  the 
following  safety  recommendations. 
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--  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration: 

Require  any  carrier  that  changes  its  name  or  principal  place-of- 
business  address  to  update  its  MCS-150  promptly.  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (H-93-27) 

Develop  a  systematic  and  continual  process  of  identification  of 
carriers  subject  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration's 
jurisdiction  that  includes  the  immediate  entry  of  new  carriers  onto 
the  Motor  Carrier  Management  Information  System, 
systematically  accessing  available  State  record  systems,  and 
maintaining  contact  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
concerning  new  motor  carriers.  Devise  a  method  of  verifying  that 
the  process  results  in  the  identification  of  the  entire  carrier 
population.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (H-93-28) 

--  to  the  New  York  Department  of  Motor  Vehicles 

Issue  registration  plates  for  commercial  vehicles  capable  of 
transporting  passengers  only  after  the  vehicle  has  passed  an 
inspection.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (H-93-29) 

--  to  the  New  York  Department  of  Transportation 

Conduct  periodic  roadside  inspections  to  identify  buses  that  are 
not  fit  for  service  and  prohibit  them  from  operating,  regardless  of 
whether  passengers  are  on  board,  until  they  have  passed 
inspection.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (H-93-30) 

--  to  the  American  Association  of  Motor  Vehicle  Administrators: 

Ascertain  which  States  do  not  require  mechanical  inspections  of 
vehicles  capable  of  transporting  passengers  before  issuing 
registration  plates  and  then,  recommend  that  those  States  issue 
registration  plates  for  these  vehicles  only  after  the  vehicle  has 
passed  an  inspection.    (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (H-93-31) 

-  to  the  United  Bus  Owners  of  America: 

Advise  members  of  the  circumstances  of  this  accident  and  urge 
them  to  report  any  suspected  safety  violations  or  uninspected 
buses  to  the  appropriate  authorities.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (H- 
93-32) 

-  to  the  American  Bus  Association: 

Advise  members  of  the  circumstances  of  this  accident  and  urge 
them  to  report  any  suspected  safety  violations  or  uninspected 
buses  to  the  appropriate  authorities.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (H- 
93-33) 
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HIGHWAY  GRADE  CROSSING  SPECIAL  STUDY 

Mr.  Price.  When  does  the  Safety  Board  plan  to  initiate  its  safety 
study  on  highway  rail  grade  crossings  and  what  issues  will  be  ex- 
plored? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  safety  study  on  highway/rail  grade 
crossings  will  explore  a  number  of  issues  relevant  to  passive  grade  crossings,  includ- 
ing approach  signage  and  pavement  markings,  crossing  signage,  sight  distance  and 
crossing  geometry,  night  issues,  crossing  closiu-es,  private  crossings,  whistle  effec- 
tiveness, and  educational  issues.  The  study  will  begin  this  fall  pending  the  availabil- 
ity of  resources. 

INTERCESSION  CITY,  FL,  GRADE  CROSSING  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Please  give  us  an  update  on  your  investigation  of  the 
accident  that  occurred  on  November  30,  1993,  in  Intercession  City, 
Florida,  involving  Amtrak  and  a  tractor  trailer  transporting  an 
oversize  transformer. 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  November  30,  1993,  a  northbound  Amtrak  passenger  train  crashed  into  an 
oversized,  overweight  combination  trailer  of  a  tractor  at  a  private  grade  crossing 
near  Old  Tempe  Highway  in  Intercession  City,  Florida.  The  locomotive  and  first 
three  raU  cetrs  derailed  and  overturned.  The  train  was  occupied  by  4  train  crew,  10 
onboard  service  personnel,  and  88  passengers.  As  a  result  of  the  collision,  64  train 
occupants  and  the  truck  driver  were  transported  to  5  area  hospitals,  7  train  occu- 
pants and  the  truck  driver  were  admitted  for  treatment.  There  were  no  fatalities, 
life  threatening  injuries,  or  fire. 

The  truck  weighed  approximately  82  tons  and  was  completing  a  trip  from  Tampa 
to  a  power  station  in  Intercession  City.  The  investigation  has  revealed  that  the 
truck  operators  were  in  the  process  of  raising  the  trailer  load  to  accommodate  the 
geometry  of  the  crossing  when  the  coUision  occurred.  The  Safety  Board  is  exploring 
the  issues  of  oversize-overweight  vehicle  permitting,  emergency  response  notifica- 
tions, and  communications  between  highway  users  and  the  railroads. 

GARY,  IN,  GRADE  CROSSING  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Also  please  give  us  an  update  on  your  investigation 
of  the  grade  crossing  accident  that  occurred  on  December  22,  1993 
in  Gary,  Indiana. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Amtrak  train  41  consisted  of  two  locomotive  units  357  and  195,  and  15  cars.  Loco- 
motive unit  195  and  the  4th  car  of  the  train  (baggage  car  1420)  derailed  when  the 
train  struck  a  tractor-trailer  combination  truck  at  the  Clarke  Road  crossing  in  Gary, 
Indiana.  The  train  was  traveling  westward  on  the  CSX  Transportation  no.  2  main 
track  (southernmost  of  two  main  tracks)  at  about  60  mph.  The  allowable  track  speed 
was  79  mph.  Train  movements  are  controlled  by  a  centralized  traffic  control  system 
(CTC). 

Ten  passengers,  the  engineer,  and  four  on-board  service  personnel  were  taken  to 
a  local  medical  facility  where  they  were  treated  and  released. 

Prior  to  the  arrival  of  Amtrak  train  41,  CSXT  freight  train  381  had  proceeded 
west  over  the  Clarke  Road  crossing  on  main  track  1  (northernmost  main  track)  and 
stopped  at  an  interlocking  about  1  mile  west  of  the  Clarke  Road  crossing.  The  CSXT 
dispatcher  decided  that  he  would  permit  Armtrak  train  41  to  proceed  through  the 
interlocking  before  CSXT  381.  CSXT  381  then  backed  up  in  order  to  clear  the 
Clarke  Road  crossing,  stopping  about  300  feet  east  of  the  crossing.  At  that  time, 
Amtrak  train  41  was  about  500  feet  east  of  the  crossing. 

The  tractor-trailer  combination  truck  was  proceeding  south  on  Clarke  Road  with 
a  load  of  steel  coils  on  the  flat-bed  trailer.  The  driver  drove  around  the  lowered 
crossing  gates  on  the  norih  side  of  the  Conrail  tracks,  and  past  operating  flasher 
Ughts  on  the  north  side  of  the  CSXT  tracks  in  front  of  the  Amtrak  train.  The  truck 
was  struck  between  the  tractor  and  the  trailer.  The  driver  was  taken  to  the  hospital 
in  critical  condition  and  died  about  2  hours  after  the  accident. 
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Clarke  Road  is  the  only  access  to  an  industrial  area  that  includes  the  Gary  Steel 
works  of  USX  and  the  northern  Indiana  Public  Services  generating  plant.  A  vehicle 
travelling  south  from  the  industrial  area  on  Clark  Road  encounters  the  following 
grade  crossings:  (1)  Six  tracks  of  an  interchange  yard  crossing  with  crossbucks;  (2) 
about  20  feet  south — ^two  main  tracks  with  flashing  lights  and  gates;  (3)  about  50 
further  south — two  main  tracks  with  flashing  lights  with  the  gates  of  the  previous 
crossing  acting  on  train  movement;  and  (4)  about  50  further  south — one  yard  track 
with  crossbucks. 

The  on-scene  investigation  is  complete,  and  a  brief  of  the  accident  is  scheduled 
for  completion  this  summer. 

POSITIVE  TRAIN  SEPARATION 

Mr.  Price.  What  are  the  most  significant  actions  that  the  FRA 
could  take  to  accelerate  progress  on  positive  train  separation? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Railroad  Administration  could  accelerate  the  progress  on  positive 
train  separation  taking  the  following  actions:  Fully  define  the  scope  of  the  positive 
train  separation  system  under  discussion  including  the  features  that  are  going  to 
be  include  or  excluded;  commission  an  independent  cost  benefit  analysis  on  the  sys- 
tem defined  in  item  1  based  on  assumptions  acceptable  to  the  government,  the  rail- 
roads, and  the  railroad  supply  industry.  Include  in  the  analysis  the  advantages  due 
to  increased  operations  efficiency,  track  utilization,  another  advantages  to  the  rail- 
roads as  well  as  the  cost  savings  fi"om  avoiding  accidents;  sponsor  a  demonstration 
project  that  will  showcase  the  developed  positive  train  separation  technology. 

ADVANCED  TRAIN  CONTROL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Price.  I  understand  that  the  Burlington  Northern  and  Cana- 
dian National  railroads  have  tested  an  experimental,  satellite- 
based  system  called  Aries  and  that  private  industry  studies  have 
indicated  that  such  a  system  could  pay  for  itself  in  four  years.  Why 
has  the  industry  moved  from  a  satellite  to  a  ground-based  system 
(the  advanced  train  control  system)? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  several  reasons  given  for  the  move  by  industry  away  from  a  satellite 
based  system  to  a  ground  based  system.  A  system  using  the  Global  Positioning  Sat- 
ellite System  (GPS)  to  locate  trains  was,  by  itself,  not  accurate  enough  to  locate 
trains  on  parallel  tracks.  Train  positioning  accuracy  is  needed  to  identify  which  par- 
allel tracks  the  train  is  actually  operating  on,  and  this  requires  the  use  of  differen- 
tial GPS  involving  the  placement  of  ground  base  stations.  There  was  also  some  con- 
cern that  GPS  could  be  blocked  out  when  trains  were  in  tunnels  or  in  mountainous 
territory.  The  availability  of  GPS  was  an  issue  as  well,  as  it  had  been  reserved  ex- 
clusively for  military  use  during  Operation  Desert  Storm. 

The  advanced  train  control  approach  has  always  used  a  ground  based  system  and 
its  use  was  continued  after  the  ARES  satellite  based  system  was  abandoned. 

Mr.  Price.  Because  advanced  train  control  systems  combine  tele- 
communications and  microprocessors,  they  might  improve  schedul- 
ing, expedite  maintenance,  et  cetera.  Has  the  FRA  or  the  industry 
rigorously  examined  the  operational  and  efficiency  benefits  that 
might  accrue  to  the  industry  as  result  from  these  new  systems  in 
addition  to  potential  safety  payoffs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Some  studies  have  been  conducted  to  try  and  define  the  operational  benefits  that 
might  be  accrued  with  an  advanced  train  control  system.  The  results  of  these  stud- 
ies varies  depending  on  the  assumptions  made.  One  study  predicts  payoff  of  the  sys- 
tem in  three  years  while  another  predicts  that  the  system  will  not  pay  for  itself  in 
under  10  years. 

There  is  a  need  for  a  definition  of  the  system  and  a  cost  benefit  analysis  based 
on  assumptions  that  are  agreed  to  by  the  government,  railroads,  and  railroad  supply 
industry. 
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POSITIVE  TRAIN  SEPARATION  RESPONSES 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  the  December  1993  responses  of  the 
FRA  and  the  Association  of  American  Railroads  to  your  rec- 
ommendations regarding  positive  train  separation. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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ASSOCIATION 
Edwin  L.  Harper  OF  AMERICAN 

President  and  RAUJtOADS 

Chief  Executive  Officer 


November  22,  1993 


The  Honorable  Carl  W.  Vogt 

Chairman 

National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

490  L'Enfant  Plaza  East,  S.W. 

Washington,  D.  C.   20594 

Re:  Safety  Recommendations  R-93-13  and  -14 

Dear  Chairman  Vogt: 

In  a  letter  dated  July  29,  1993,  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  recommended  the  following  to  the  Association  of 
American  Railroads: 

In  conjunction  with  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration 
and  the  Railway  Progress  Institute,  establish  a  firm 
timetable  that  includes,  at  a  minimum,  dates  for  final 
development  of  required  Advanced  Train  Control  System 
hardware,  dates  for  implementation  of  a  fully  developed 
Advanced  Train  Control  System,  and  a  commitment  to  a  date 
for  having  the  Advanced  Train  Control  System  ready  for 
installation  on  the  general  railroad  system.  [R-93-13.] 

Advise  your  membership  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
this  accident  and  encourage  them  to  implement  and  install 
an  Advanced  Train  Control  System.  [R-93-14.] 

AAR  acknowledges  the  interest  of  NTSB  in  ATCS  development. 
AAR  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  NTSB  representatives 
on  July  21,  1993,  where  ATCS  was  one  of  the  subjects  discussed. 

From  the  standpoint  of  AAR,  it  is  not  possible  at  this  time  to 
make  a  commitment  or  establish  a  firm  timetable  for  final 
development  of  ATCS,  as  recommended  by  NTSB  in  R-93-13.  ATCS  is 
not  an  off-the-shelf  product.  It  is  a  very  complex  concept  and 
involves  unproven  technology. 
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-  2  - 


The  AAR  Board,  earlier  this  year,  did  endorse  the  concept  of 
a  basic  communications  platform  for  its  member  roads.  This  could 
constitute  a  critical  building  block  for  the  development  of  ATCS. 
However,  I  must  caution  that  questions  remain  about  ATCS 
technology,  its  implementation  in  the  different  environments  of  our 
member  roads,  and  costs.  The  AAR  Board  of  Directors  has  instructed 
AAR  and  railroad  staff  to  address  these  questions.  The  plan  is  to 
complete  initial  work  on  these  feasibility  issues  in  1994. 

In  partial  response  to  R-93-14,  AAR  will  send  a  copy  of  the 
Railroad  Accident  Report  concerning  Ledger,  Montana  (NTSB/RAR- 
93/01)  to  railroad  representatives  serving  on  AAR's  Operations 
General  Corcmittee. 


cc:  Ms.  Jolene  Molitoris,  FRA 
Mr.  Robert  A.  Matthews,  RPI 
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us Deporrmenf  0'"«:»  o'  Ih"  Administrator  400  Seventh  Si .  S.W. 

otTronsDOf lotion  Washington.  D.C  205M 

Fcdaral  Railread 

Admlnlitrotlen  

DEC     31993 

The  Honorable  Carl  w.  Vogt 

Chairman 

National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

490  L' Enfant  Plaza  East,  S.W. 

Washington^  D.  C.   2 OS 94 

Dear  Mr 

This  is  in  response  to  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
(NTSB)  Safety  Recommendation  R>93-12,  the  Bost  recent  in  a  series 
of  recommendations  dealing  with  safety  systems  to  achieve 
positive  train  separation. 

This  recommendation  urged  the  FR^,  in  conjunction  with  the 
Association  of  American  Railroads  (AAR)  and  the  Railway  Progress 
Institute  (RPI)  ,  to  establish  a  firm  timetable  that  includes,  at 
a  minimum,  dates  for  final  development  of  required  Advanced  Train 
Control  System  (ATCS)  hardware,  dates  for  ii^ilementation  of  fully 
developed  ATCS,  and  a  commitment  to  a  date  for  having  ATCS  ready 
for  installation  on  the  general  railroad  system. 

Since  R-93-12  is  similar  to  R-91-25,  I  am  also  updating  our 
response  to  the  latter  recommendation. 

Wc  understand  "ATCS"  as  characterized  in  the  recommendation  to 
refer  to  the  train  control  aspects  of  the  AAR/Canadian  railways 
ATCS  project.   Because  the  train  control  features  are  only  a 
portion  of  a  family  of  technologies,  we  will  refer  in  this  reply 
to  the  entire  family  as  "ATCS,"  addressing  the  featiires  of  the 
system  designed  to  enforce  speed  restrictions  and  train 
separation  more  specifically  as  "ATCS  train  control." 

Busiaess  decisions  and  technical  rislcs 

Over  the  past  several  years,  FRA  has  actively  monitored  the 
development  of  ATCS  specifications.   The  agency  has  supported  the 
NTSB's  calls  for  rapid  development  and  implementation  of  next- 
generation  train  control  technology.   However,  our  review  of 
traditional  automatic  train  control  systems  had  indicated  that 
installation  of  such  systems  over  any  significant  portion  of  the 
national  rail  system  would  be  prohibitively  expensive.   (Report 
to  the  Congress  entitled,  "The  Advisability  and  Feasibility  of 
Requiring  Automatic  Train  Control  Systems  on  Each  Passenger  and 
Hazardous  Material  Rail  Corridor,"  April  1991.) 

As  you  know,  ATCS  is  a  next-generation  system  based  on 
contemporary  communications  technology.   The  Board  and  FRA  have 
shared  the  expectation  that  ATCS  train  control  might  overcome  the 
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cost  effectiveness  issue,  particularly  since  the  ATCS  family  of 
technologies  should  result  in  major  commercial  benefits  to  the 
railroads.   In  our  judgment,  these  other  benefits  appear  to  have 
the  potential  to  permit  early  recovery  of  capital  investments  in 
ATCS. 

However,  it  is  not  FRA  that  must  be  persuaded  that  the  business 
case  has  been  established.   Thus  far,  railroad  managements  and 
boards  of  directors  have  been  reluctant  to  commit  major 
investments,  beyond  developmental  work,  until  they  are  satisfied 
that  the  entire  ATCS  family  of  technologies  will  permit  recovery 
of  capital  and  provide  a  suitable  return  on  investment.   As  a 
result,  the  railroad  supply  industry  is  not  in  a  position  to 
project  dates  for  completion  of  systems  development  or 
implementation,  until  the  level  of  funding  is  clarified. 

Because  ATCS  could,  at  most,  prevent  a  relative  handful  of  the 
most  serious  accidents  each  year,  application  of  ATCS  to  any 
significant  portion  of  the  rail  system  could  not  withstand 
economic  scrutiny  unless  non-safety  benefits  could  be  taken  into 
account.   Yet  non-safety  benefits  will  be  available  to  the 
railroads  only  if  they  decide  to  exploit  the  other  opportunities 
the  technology  offers.   This  set  of  realities  defines  the  dilemma 
confronting  the  Board,  FRA  and  other  safety  advocates. 

The  technical  challenges  associated  with  ATCS  train  control  also 
warrant  mention.   There  are  risks  associated  with  the  design  and 
deployment  of  any  software-based  technology  intended  to  serve  as 
a  first-order  safety  system.   Full  development  of  ATCS  train 
control  will  thus  require  the  earnest  attention  of  railroad 
personnel  and  contractors,  working  in  close  coordination  and  with 
clear  objectives.   Even  when  funding  commitments  are  in-  band, 
rigid  timetables  may  prove  difficult  to  enforce.   Indeed, 
prudence  may  dictate  that  the  project  proceed  on  the  basis  of  a 
series  of  milestones,  each  of  which  will  have  to  be 
satisfactorily  achieved  before  the  next  is  luidertaken. 

Train  control  is  the  most  highly  refined  element  of  ATCS. 
Although  the  railroads  have  not  indicated  a  firm  commitment  to 
development  of  ATCS  train  control,  the  outlook  is  not  entirely 
dark.   0\ir  information  suggests  that  the  AAR  may  be  moving  toward 
at  least  a  partial  resolution  of  the  ATCS  issue.   Last  spring, 
the  Burlington  Northern  elected  to  align  itself  with  other  North 
American  railroads  committed  to  the  ATCS  communications  platform. 
This  moves  the  debate  one  step  closer  to  the  kind  of 
"compatibility"  that  the  Board  has  urged  for  some  time.'  other 


'Board  representatives  have  privately  bemoaned  the 
termination  of  the  BN  ARSS  system,  on  the  ground  that  the  (Global 
Positioning  Satellite  (GPS)  location  system  is  being  explored  for 
use  in  other  modes.   However,  this  outcome  was  extremely  likely 


189 


d«llb«rationa  within  tha  industry  «ra  focuaing  on  tha 
ralationship  between  ATCS  work  order  eapabllitiaa  and  interline 
aervice  nanagenent. 

laplmaBtatiea  of  XTca  alaaaata 

Vary  quietly,  actual  progreaa  ia  being  made  toward  putting  in 
place  a  portion  of  the  connunications  infraatructure  that  would 
be  needed  to  support  an  ATCS  train  control  aystem.   me  Union 
Pacific  has  placed  ATCS-specification  data  radio  tranaceivers 
along  its  right  of  way  and  on  ita  locoaotlvea  (together  with  on- 
board coBputer  temlnala) .  The  Santa  Fa,  Norfolk  Southern,  CSX 
and  other  railroads  have  begun  to  place  ATCS-apecif ication 
transceivera  along  their  linea  when  pola  line  eliaination  la 
undertaken.   If  these  investaents  continue,  if  the  data  radio 
platform  proves  itself  in  the  initial  applications,  and  if  work 
order  reporting  provea  valuable  in  iaprovlng  service  quality, 
then  the  increases  in  system  capacity  that  ATCS  train  control 
could  provide  night  constitute  the  final  set  of  benefits  needed 
to  induce  investaents  in  ATCS  train  control. 

Breaking  the  ice  to  achieve  the  poaitive  train  separation  and 
speed  control  objectives  of  ATCS  will  require  a  solid 
deaonstration  of  the  technology.   The  Prealdant  of  the  AAR  and 
the  Secretary  of  Transportation  have  exchanged  initial 
correspondence  regarding  the  poaaibility  of  deaonatrating  ATCS  on 
a  high  speed  rail  line  (with  ATCS  train  control  operating  in  the 
background  until  accepted  for  aaf ety  purposes) .   Nhen  legislation 
authorizing  the  President's  high  speed  ground  transportation 
initiative  ia  enacted  early  in  the  next  aesaion  of  this  Congress, 
it  will  be  tiaely  to  explore  whether  an  ATCS  deaonstration  fits 
well  in  that  context. 

Other  train  control  ^^TlBf 

As  you  know,  the  issue  of  enhancaaents  in  train  control  systeas 
is  not  limited  to  the  AAR  ATCS  program.   Over  the  past  three 
years,  we  have  worked  with  the  National  Railroad  Passenger 
Corporation  (Aatrak)  to  provide  civil  apeed  enforceaent  at  key 
points  on  the  Northeast  Corridor,  augnenting  the  existing  ATC 
systea.   We  are  currently  working  with  Aatrak  to  iapleaent  an 
enhanced  train  control  syatea  capable  of  poaitive  stop 
enforceaent,  protection  of  maintananca-of-way  crews,  and  improved 
speed  control  on  the  north  end  of  the  Northeast  Corridor,  in 
conjunction  with  electrification.  The  Florida  East  Coast 
Railroad  has  independently  Installed  a  sophiaticated  autoaatic 


given  the  preaiim  the  Board  has  placed  on  coapatibility  and  the 
fact  that  the  coanunications  platforms  and  on-board  equipment 
contemplated  by  the  two  designa  could  not  be  reconciled. 
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train  control  systaa  using  conventional  technology  on  its  line 
along  the  east  coast  of  Florida. 

The  FRA  continues  to  work  toward  developaent  of  analytical 
capabilities  that  will  permit  us  to  evaluate  line  segments  for 
priority  application  of  XTCS  or  ATC.   Clearly,  ATCS-type  syst« 
if  successfully  demonstrated,  offer  the  prospect  of  proving  cost 
effective  over  a  larger  portion  of  the  freight  railroad  system 
than  traditional  technologies.   However,  if  ATCS  is  not  deployed. 
It  will  be  necessary  for  FRA  to  consider  use  of  our  authority 
under  the  Signal  Inspection  Act  to  require  ATC  on  any  line*  where 
documented  risk  exceeds  the  costs  of  installing  and  maintaining 
ATC. 

We  are  also  encouraging  interim  uses  of  ATCS  data  communications 
to  provide  for  mors  secure  transmission  of  movement  authorities 
using  on-board  computer  terminals  fed  by  computer-aided 
dispatching.   This  will  ultimately  lead,  we  believe,  to  enhanced 
communications  and  reductions  in  train  collisions. 

Renort  to  the  Congress 

The  Rail  Safety  Enforcement  and  Review  Act  of  1992  requires  the 
FRA  to  conduct  a  safety  inquiry  Into  railroad  radio  communication 
Issues,  to  include  advanced  technologies  such  as  ATCS.   As  part 
of  this  Inquiry,  FRA  has  contracted  with  the  Institute  of 
Telecommunications  Sciences  (ITS),  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 
to  assess  existing  ATCS  software  and  hardware.   ITS  is  helping  us 
to  evaluate  whether  the  system  specifications  can  provide 
reliable  and  secure  support  for  train  control  applications.   He 
believe  a  positive  report  from  ITS  would  help  build  confidence  in 
the  railroad  community  for  moving  forward  on  the  train  control 
applications  of  ATCS,  as  well  as  providing  important  Information 
for  the  report  to  Congress.   This  project  was  discussed  with  NTSB 
staff  earlier  this  summer. 

I  believe  conditions  are  good  for  obtaining  contingent 
commitments  on  ATCS  development  and  implementation  from  the 
railroad  industry  by  the  time  of  our  report  to  the  Congress  next 
July.   I  have  already  begun  informal  consultations  with  railroad 
and  supply  industry  representatives  to  clarify  the  issues  and 
concerns  that  must  be  resolved  in  order  to  chart  our  course.   We 
will  be  opening  the  public  phase  of  our  safety  inquiry  in  the 
near  future,  and  the  participation  of  the  Board  at  a  senior  level 
will  be  important  to  the  success  of  that  effort. 
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Pending  completion  of  our  work,  ve  requaat  that  thia 
recoimendation  be  placed  in  "Open  -  Acceptable  Reaponae"  statua. 

I  appreciate  your  concern  regarding  thaaa  Battera. 

Sincerely, 


J^ene  M.   Nolitoria 
AdKiniatrator 


78-849  O -94 -7 
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KELSO,  WA,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  A  November  11,  1993,  head-on  collision  in  Kelso, 
Washington,  involved  a  Burlington  Northern  freight  training  trav- 
eling southbound  and  a  Union  Pacific  freight  train  traveling  north- 
bound. Has  your  investigation  yielded  any  clues  to  date  concerning 
how  the  trains  found  themselves  on  the  same  track? 

[The  information  follows:] 

About  12:24  Pacific  Standard  Time  (pst),  on  November  11,  1993,  a  Burlington 
Northern  freight  train  collided  head-on  with  a  Union  Pacific  freight  train  at  BN 
milepost  102.8  south  of  the  Longview  Junction  South  interlocking  near  Kelso,  Wash- 
ington. 

The  UP  train  was  to  crossover  at  the  Longview  Junction  South  inTeriocking  from 
No.  2  main  track  to  the  No.  1  main  track  and  continue  north  to  Seattle.  The  BN 
train  was  to  stop  at  the  signal  for  the  Longview  Junction  South  interlocking  on  No. 
2  main  track  and  wait  until  the  UP  train  had  cleared  the  interlocking.  Determining 
how  the  trains  found  themselves  on  the  same  track  is  a  critical  element  in  our  in- 
vestigation, and  the  Board's  report  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  late  this  summer. 

Mr.  Price.  Please  insert  in  the  record  an  update  on  the  status 
of  the  investigation  of  the  Burlington  Northern  accident  in  Kelso, 
Washington. 

[The  information  follows:] 

About  12:24  Pacific  Standard  Time  (pst),  on  November  11,  1993,  a  Burlington 
Northern  freight  train  collided  head-on  with  a  Union  Pacific  freight  train  at  BN 
milepost  102.8  south  of  the  Longview  Jimction  South  interlocking  near  Kelso,  Wash- 
ington. 

The  accident  area  is  located  between  the  Colvunbia  River,  located  to  the  west,  and 
Interstate  5  to  the  east.  Interstate  5  was  temporarily  closed  because  derailed  equip- 
ment had  destroyed  about  200  feet  of  guardrail  and  to  accommodate  emergency  ve- 
hicles responding  to  the  accident.  Dense  fog  was  reported  by  emergency  response 
personnel. 

The  UP  train  was  to  crossover  at  the  Longview  Junction  South  interlocking  from 
No.  2  main  track  to  the  No.  1  main  track  and  continue  north  to  Seattle.  The  BN 
train  was  to  stop  at  the  signal  for  the  Longview  Junction  South  interlocking  on  No. 
2  main  track  and  wsiit  until  the  UP  train  had  cleared  the  interlocking.  At  that  time 
the  BN  dispatcher  had  planned  to  have  the  BN  train  proceed  southward  through 
the  interlocking  from  track  2  to  track  1. 

The  collision  occurred  south  of  the  northbound  signal  for  Longview  Junction  South 
interlocking.  All  locomotive  units  were  either  destroyed  or  severely  damaged.  Fol- 
lowing the  collision  a  fire  from  punctured  fuel  tanks  engulfed  the  derailed  loco- 
motives. The  UP  train  had  one  car  destroyed  and  five  damaged.  The  BN  train  had 
seven  cars  destroyed  and  11  damaged.  One  event  recorder  data  pack  and  one  dam- 
aged data  pack  were  recovered  from  the  BN  train.  No  event  recorder  data  packs 
were  recovered  from  the  UP  train. 

On  February  22-24,  1994  Safety  Board  investigators  took  statements  in  Kelso, 
Washington,  from  11  witnesses.  These  statements  will  supplement  the  information 
gathered  at  the  scene  concerning  the  operation  of  the  signal  system,  train  dispatch- 
ing, company  train  operations  oversight,  radio  communications,  and  train  dispatch- 
ers oversight. 

SUPERIOR,  WI,  HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  an  update  of  the  status  of  the  Safety 
Board's  investigation  of  the  June  30,  1992,  Burlington  Northern  de- 
railment near  Superior,  Wisconsin,  which  involved  the  release  of 
more  than  20,000  gallons  of  benzene  and  include  any  preliminary 
findings  of  the  investigation. 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  June  30,  1992,  at  approximately  2:45  a.m.  near  Superior,  Wisconsin,  14  cars 
of  a  Burlington  Northern  train  derailed  (the  27th  through  the  40th  cars).  The  train 
departed  Pokegima  Yard  near  Superior  at  2:15  a.m.  travelling  south  and  west  at 
the  maximiun  authorized  timetable  speed  of  35  miles  per  hour.  The  train  had  a 
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four-person  crew  and  consisted  of  3  locomotives  and  57  cars.  It  was  5,100  feet  long 
and  was  enroute  to  Northtown,  Minnesota. 

The  initial  point  of  derailment  was  about  15  feet  before  a  bridge  that  crosses  the 
Nemadji  River.  The  locomotives  and  some  cars  had  already  crossed  the  bridge  when 
the  other  cars  began  derailing  before  the  bridge.  All  the  tank  cars  involved  in  the 
derailment  fell  approximately  100  feet  from  the  bridge  trestle. 

Three  of  the  tank  cars  contained  hazardous  materials  (butadiene,  propylene,  and 
benzene).  The  butadiene  and  the  propylene  were  transported  in  DOT  112J  tank 
cars,  and  the  benzene  was  transported  in  a  DOT  lllA  tank  car. 

The  tank  car  carrying  26,350  gallons  of  benzene  was  breached,  resulting  in  the 
release  of  more  than  20,000  gallons  of  product.  Bv  8:30  a.m.  rising  temperatures 
and  prevaiUng  winds  generated  a  massive  cloud  of  vapor  fumes  over  the  Superior, 
Wisconsin/Duluth,  Minnesota  area.  Dxiring  a  16-hour  period,  local  officials  evacu- 
ated approximately  40,000  residents  from  the  Duluth  area  and  2,500  from  Douglas 
County,  Wisconsin. 

All  crewmembers  submitted  urine  and  blood  specimens  for  post-accident  toxi- 
cological  testing.  The  results  for  all  crewmembers  indicated  "no  drugs  or  alcohol 
were  identified. ' 

The  Board  discussed  this  accident  at  a  Board  meeting  held  May  11,  1993.  The 
Board  requested  additional  investigation  of  issue  #3  below.  It  is  tentatively  sched- 
uled to  be  discussed  at  a  Board  meeting  to  be  held  March  28,  1994,  and  we  will 
provide  the  findings  to  the  Committee  when  the  Board  completes  action. 

LEDGER,  MT,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Burlington  Northern  was  also  involved  in  the  last 
major  head-on  collision  of  two  freight  trains  which  occurred  in 
Ledger,  Montana,  in  1991.  The  Safety  Board's  report  on  that  acci- 
dent recommended  that  Burlington  Northern  improve  its  dispatch- 
ing and  communication  practices.  What  evidence  do  you  have  that 
this  has  occurred  and  that  the  FRA  is  exercising  proper  safety 
oversight  over  Burlington  Northern? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  record  of  Bvu-lington  Northern's  (BN)  response  to  the  recommendations  issued 
in  the  Ledger  report  indicates  that  the  BN  has  taken  the  Safety  Board's  rec- 
ommendations very  seriously  and  that  many  improvements  to  their  dispatching  and 
communications  practices  have  been  made.  The  improvements  involve  radio  proce- 
dures, dispatcher  qualification  and  requalification  methods,  and  oversight  of  dis- 
patcher performance.  The  dispatcher  recommendations  issued  to  BN  as  a  result  of 
the  Ledger  accident  are  either  classified  as  closed  or  as  acceptable  response. 

The  Safety  Board  beUeves  that  the  FRA  is  exercising  increased  oversight  of  the 
BN  dispatching  activities  due  to  their  more  aggressive  enforcement  of  radio  regula- 
tions contained  in  49  CFR  Part  220. 

STEVENSVILLE,  MI,  RAILROAD  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  an  update  of  the  status  of  the  Safety 
Board's  investigation  of  the  December  30,  1992,  Amtrak  derailment 
in  Stevensville,  Michigan,  and  include  the  issues  being  explored  in 
your  investigation. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  investigation  is  complete  and  a  determination  of  probable  cause  is  expected 
by  the  end  of  March  1994.  The  issues  addressed  in  the  investigation  were  the  track 
inspection  by  train  crewmembers  following  an  emergency  application  of  the  train 
braJ^s,  and  communications  between  the  train  dispatcher  and  the  train  crew. 

RAILROAD  EVENT  RECORDER  RULEMAKING 

Mr.  Price.  In  July  1993,  the  FRA  published  a  final  rule  requir- 
ing the  use  of  event  recorders  after  January  16,  1995,  in  the  first 
locomotive  of  all  trains  operated  faster  than  30  miles  per  hour.  Did 
the  Safety  Board  comment  on  the  rule.  If  so,  what  were  your  com- 
ments? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  commented  on  the  final  rule  on  Octo- 
ber 1,  1993.  A  copy  of  that  correspondence  is  below. 
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^  Washington.  D.C.  20594 


October  1,  1993 


Docket  Clerk 

(Docket  No.  LI-7;  Notice  5) 
Federal  Railroad  Administration 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   20590 


Dear  Sir: 


The  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  recently  published  their  Final  Rule  on  Event 
Recorders.  The  rule  that  becomes  effective  on  November  5,  1993,  requires  railroads  to  equip 
all  locomotives  that  operate  at  speeds  greater  than  30  mph  with  an  event  recorder. 

The  Safety  Board  has  recommended  mandatory  event  recorders  for  many  years  and 
agrees  with  the  intent  of  all  aspects  of  the  new  rule  other  than  subsection  229. 135  (d)(1)  which 
pertains  to  the  preservation  of  event  recorder  data  for  investigations  by  the  Safety  Board.  That 
subsection  requires  that  the  railroad  provide  the  Safety  Board  with  the  original,  unaltered  event 
recorder  tape  for  their  investigation. 

The  regulation  (49  CFR  229.135(d)(1))  reads  as  follows: 

Accidents  Reportable  to  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

If  any  locomotive  equipped  with  an  event  recorder  is  involved  in  an  accident  that  is 
required  to  be  reported  to  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (See  49  CFR  Part 
840),  the  railroad  using  the  locomotive  shall  make  no  attempt,  except  by  the  direction 
of  a  represenutive  of  the  Board,  or  as  may  be  necessary  to  preserve  the  data  from 
destruction,  to  extract  or  analyze  the  recorded  data  until  8  hours  have  passed  from  the 
time  the  accident  is  reported  to  the  National  Response  Center,  or  until  the  Board  declares 
that  it  will  not  conduct  an  investigation  of  the  accident,  whichever  comes  first.  If  within 
the  8-hour  period,  the  Board  notifies  the  railroad  that  an  investigation  will  not  be 
conducted,  or  if  the  Board  fails  to  give  notification  within  the  8-hour  period,  the  railroad 
may  extract  the  data  consistent  with  the  preservation  requirements  of  paragraph  (d)(2)  of 
this  section. 


The  Safety  Board  believes  that  this  portion  of  the  FRA  rule  may  place  a  regulatory 
burden  on  both  the  Safety  Board  and  the  railroad  industry  that  goes  beyond  that  required  for  the 
efficient  discharge  of  the  Safety  Board's  accident  investigation  program.  To  provide  timely 
response  to  the  railroads  on  the  2500  to  3000  railroad  accidents  that  are  reported  to  the  Safety 
Board  each  year  would  require  a  24-hour  telephone  watch  by  Safety  Board  Railroad  Accident 
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Investigators.  If  the  Safety  Board  does  not  provide  timely  response,  the  railroads  will  be  denied 
access  to  their  event  recorder  data  for  8  hours  on  many  accidents  where  the  Safety  Board  does 
not  need  the  data.  The  Safety  Board  issued  its  own  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule  Making  (56  FR 
118,  6/19/91,  Page  28132)  on  the  preservation  of  event  recorders.  We  received  comments 
opposed  to  the  breadth  of  that  rule  which  focused  the  Board's  attention  on  legitimate  questions 
about  the  imposition  of  a  regulatory  burden  that  would  not  result  in  a  cognizable  gain  to  the 
Board's  accident  investigation  work.  In  the  interim,  we  have  operated  under  the  less  formal  and 
cooperative  tradition  that  typically  characterizes  the  accident  investigation  process,  and  wish  now 
to  explore  reissuing  a  proposed  rule  more  specifically  targeted  at  those  instances  where 
circumstances  necessitate  full  Safety  Board  control  over  the  event  recorder.  We  anticipate  that 
this  would  involve  a  significantly  smaller  universe  than  that  captured  by  the  rule  formulated  by 
FRA. 

Therefore,  the  Safety  Board  requests  that  the  FRA  withdraw  the  requirements  contained 
in  section  229. 135  (d)(1)  and  reserve  this  section  for  the  Safety  Board's  future  regulations.  This 
approach  will  enable  the  Safety  Board  to  tailor  its  regulations  appropriately  and,  with  subsequent 
publication  of  our  rule  in  both  the  Safety  Board's  own  regulations  as  well  as  Part  229  of  FRA's 
rules,  ensure  consistent  rules. 


Sincerely, 


Carl  W.  Vogt 
Chairman 
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LOCOMOTIVE  FUEL  TANK  SAFETY  STUDY 

Mr.  Price.  In  1992,  the  Safety  Board  issued  a  special  safety 
study  concerning  locomotive  fuel  tanks.  What  progress  has  the  FRA 
and  the  industry  made  in  conducting  research  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  locomotive  fuel  tank  can  be  improved? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  is  aware  that  in  February  1993 
the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA),  the  Association  of  American  Railroads 
(AAR),  and  the  locomotive  manufacturers  met  to  discuss  the  Board's  safety  rec- 
ommendations, in  particular  those  involving  the  conduct  of  research  to  determine 
if  the  integrity  of  the  fuel  tank  could  be  improved.  After  that  meeting,  the  FRA  in- 
formed the  Board  that  because  of  funding  constraints,  cooperative  research  and 
analysis  may  be  Umited  in  scope.  At  the  same  time,  however.  General  Motors  in- 
formed the  Safety  Board  that  it  was  in  general  agreement  with  the  AAR's  plans  to 
conduct  research  and  would  support  the  FRA  research  into  fiiel  tank  structural  in- 
tegrity. The  NTSB  requested  a  clarification  of  the  research  and  testing  being  con- 
templated by  the  FRA,  but  to  date  has  not  received  this  information. 

The  Safety  Board  is  also  aware  that  the  FRA,  as  required  by  section  10  of  the 
Rail  Safety  Environment  and  Review  Act,  will  be  collecting  data  on  several  loco- 
motive crashworthiness  features,  including  some  data  on  locomotive  fuel  tanks. 
After  reviewing  the  accident  criteria  for  collecting  the  data,  the  Board  expressed 
concern  that  the  data  collected  on  fuel  tank  damage  may  be  too  limited  to  be  useful 
in  analyzing  fuel  tank  structural  integrity.  The  FRA  has  yet  to  respond  to  the 
Board's  concerns  in  this  area. 

Based  on  information  provided  to  the  Safety  Board,  we  are  concerned  that  little 
progress  has  been  made  in  conducting  research  to  determine  if  the  locomotive  fuel 
tank  can  be  improved. 

MOBILE,  AL,  AMTRAK  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Is  the  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the  recent  Am- 
trak  derailment  in  Mobile,  Alabama,  revealing  any  new  informa- 
tion regarding  the  integrity  of  locomotive  fuel  tanks? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  forces  involved  in  the  Mobile,  Alabama,  accident  were  very  severe.  The  loco- 
motive fuel  tanks  on  the  older  F40  locomotives  were  completely  separated  from  the 
units.  Deformation  of  the  F40  tanks  was  extremely  bad.  The  new  PH40  locomotive 
fuel  tank,  however,  survived  the  accident  in  relatively  good  shape.  The  2,200  gallon 
fuel  tank  is  divided  into  four  cells  made  of  .25  inch  steel  sheet.  The  cells  are  com- 
puterized and  vented  to  maintain  equalization  and  to  minimize  spills  in  the  event 
of  a  rupture.  The  fuel  tanks  are  also  recessed  much  higher  above  the  rails  than  pre- 
vious locomotive  units  in  order  to  minimize  the  chance  of  a  puncture  from  debris 
on  the  track.  Although  the  PH40  fuel  tanks  were  breached,  they  survived  the  acci- 
dent much  better  than  the  F40  fuel  tanks.  The  Safety  Board  investigators  were  im- 
pressed with  the  overall  crashworthiness  of  the  PH40  locomotive. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS — RAILROAD  TANK  CARS 

Mr.  Price.  What  were  the  results  of  FRA's  initial  review  of  safe- 
ty standards  for  railroad  tank  cars  transporting  hazardous  mate- 
rials? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  asked  the  Transportation  Research 
Board  (TRB)  to  study  tank  car  designs.  On  March  2,  1994,  the  TRB  Tank  Car  Study 
Committee  Members  were  provided  a  draft  of  the  final  report  for  review.  The  com- 
mittee members  were  requested  to  complete  their  review  before  the  end  of  March. 
It  is  the  Board's  understanding  that  after  the  Tank  Car  Study  Committee  approves 
a  draft  report,  it  wiU  be  reviewed  by  an  appropriate  committee  within  the  National 
Research  Council. 
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TANK  CAR  RULEMAKING  COMMENTS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  Safety  Board's  comments 
on  the  September  16,  1993,  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  issued 
by  FRA  and  RSPA  regarding  the  inspection  and  testing  of  tank 
cars. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Safety  Board's  comments  are  being  finalized  and  a  copy  will  be  provided  to 
the  Committee. 

TRACK  SAFETY  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Price.  What  progress  is  the  FRA  making  in  implementing 
the  provisions  of  the  Rail  Safety  Enforcement  and  Review  Act 
which  call  for  a  review  of  track  safety  standards,  including  proce- 
dures associated  with  the  installation  and  maintenance  of  continu- 
ous welded  rail? 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  November  16,  1992,  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  issued  an 
ANPRM,  Docket  No.  RST-90-1,  for  miscellaneous  revisions  to  the  1982  TSS.  The 
purpose  to  announce  a  series  of  workshops  for  the  railroad  industry,  government, 
and  any  other  affected  parties  to  have  an  opportunity  to  provide  input  in  assisting 
the  FRA  to  make  a  determination  on  those  sections  of  the  TSS  that  FRA  is  consider- 
ing for  amendment  or  deletion. 

The  FRA  stated  that  this  was  a  result  of  four  primary  sources:  the  Brotherhood 
of  Maintenance  of  Way's  petition  for  revisions;  an  Association  of  American  Railroad 
list  of  recommendations  for  revisions;  the  FRA's  own  research;  and  the  FRA's  expe- 
rience with  enforcement  of  the  present  TSS.  Several  areas  were  identified  to  be  dis- 
cussed at  each  of  the  four  workshops:  Newark,  New  Jersey — responsibility  of  track 
owners,  inspector  qualifications,  and  restoration/renewal  of  track;  Atlanta,  Geor- 
gia— continuous  welded  rail,  lateral  track  restraint,  gage  restraint  measiu"ement, 
and  vehicle  track  interaction;  Denver,  Colorado — defective  rails,  internal  rail  inspec- 
tions, system  tolerance  and  reliability,  and  torch  cut  rail;  Washington,  D.C. — ex- 
cepted track,  inspection  requirements,  and  other  significant  issues. 

The  FRA  has  not  established  what  changes  or  revisions  will  be  made.  A  NPRM 
will  be  issued  when  the  data  has  been  reviewed  and  evaluated.  No  date  has  been 
projected  at  this  time  for  issuing  the  NPRM. 

CLEVELAND  REGIONAL  TRANSIT  AUTHORITY  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  In  April  1993,  the  Safety  Board  issued  its  report  on 
the  July  2,  1991,  rear-end  collision  involving  two  Greater  Cleveland 
Regional  Transit  Authority  trains.  What  was  the  probable  cause  of 
the  accident,  as  determined  by  the  Safety  Board.  What  rec- 
ommendations did  you  issue? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable  cause  of 
the  July  2,  1991,  rear-end  collision  involving  two  Greater  Cleveland  Regional  Tran- 
sit Authority  trains  was  the  inadequate  oversight  of  train  operations  and  inconsist- 
ent enforcement  of  the  operating  rules  by  the  Greater  Cleveland  Regional  Transit 
Authority  and  the  subsequent  unauthorized  deactivation  of  the  automatic  train  con- 
trol system  by  train  6612's  operator. 

On  May  24,  1993,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  issued  the  following 
safety  recommendations  to  the  Greater  Cleveland  Regional  Transit  Authority:  Im- 
plement a  management  oversight  program  that  effectively  supervises  train  oper- 
ations and  enforces  the  operating  niles.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R-93-1);  develop 
and  implement  procedures  for  recording  the  use  of  the  cab-signal  cutout  to  help  pre- 
vent its  unauthorized  operation,  and  increase  accountability  for  granting  permission 
to  use  the  cab-signal  cutout  and  limit  operator  access  to  it  by  allowing  operator  ac- 
cess only  when  authorized  by  the  supervisor.  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (R-93-2); 
periodically  update  The  Rail  Rule  Book  to  reflect  current  practices,  dating  each  revi- 
sion so  it  can  be  readily  verified  as  the  most  current  version,  and  rewrite  The  Rail 


199 

Rule  Book  to  clarify  or  eliminate  ambiguous  and  confusing  rules.  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (R-93-3). 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  reiterated  the  following  safety  rec- 
ommendation to  the  State  of  Ohio:  Develop  or  revise,  as  needed,  existing  programs 
to  provide  for  continual  and  effective  oversight  of  rail  rapid  transit  safety.  The  ele- 
ments of  the  oversight  program  should  include  reviews  of  maintenance  and  inspec- 
tion records,  accident  investigation  activities,  audits  of  system  safety  program  plans, 
reviews  of  the  transit  system  safety  department,  reviews  of  training  programs,  mon- 
itoring of  accident  data,  and  periodic  inspections  of  equipment  and  infrastructure. 
(R-91-37). 

Mr.  Price.  What  has  been  the  Greater  Cleveland  Regional  Tran- 
sit Authority's  response  to  your  recommendations? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Greater  Cleveland  Regional  Transit  Authority  (GCRTA)  responded  to  safety 
recommendations  R-93-1  through  -3  on  July  26,  1993,  and  the  three  safety  rec- 
ommendations have  been  placed  in  an  Acceptable  Action  status. 

The  Safety  Board  was  advised  that  the  GCRTA  has  established  a  permanent  rail 
oversight  committee;  no  longer  allows  rail  operators  to  use  the  cab-signal  cutout 
mode  without  permission  from  the  tower  supervisor  and  that  the  superintendent  of 
rail  operations  reviews  the  log  daily  to  ensure  that  the  permission  system  is  not 
being  abused;  and  has  rewritten  the  Rail  Rule  Book  to  reflect  current  practices  and 
has  removed  ambiguous  and/or  conflicting  rules.  Also,  the  color  of  the  book's  binding 
changes  for  each  edition  to  prevent  confusion  with  earlier  publications. 

RAIL  RAPID  TRANSIT  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  Did  this  accident  investigation  result  in  any  new  is- 
sues concerning  state  monitoring  of  rapid  transit  safety? 
[The  information  follows:] 

No  new  issues  concerning  State  monitoring  of  rapid  transit  resulted  from  this  ac- 
cident investigation. 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  issued 
a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  to  require  states  to  oversee  the 
safety  of  rail  transit  systems.  What  is  the  Safety  Board's  view  of 
the  approach  the  FTA  is  taking  regarding  transit  safety  oversight? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  a  letter  dated  February  7,  1994,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  pro- 
vided comments  on  the  Federal  Transit  Administration's  (FTA)  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  (NPRM)  to  require  states  to  oversee  the  safety  of  rail  transit  systems, 
which  was  issued  on  December  9,  1993.  In  general,  the  Safety  Board  supports  the 
intent  of  the  NPRM  and  believes  that  implementation  of  the  rulemaking  will  satisfy 
the  goal  of  the  Board's  Safety  Recommendations  R-91-33  and  -35,  which  were  is- 
sued as  a  result  of  our  safety  study,  "Oversight  of  Rail  Rapid  Transit  Safety,"  pub- 
lished in  July  1991. 

Notwithstanding  the  Board's  general  support  of  the  NPRM,  the  Board  did  ques- 
tion the  need  for  the  FTA  to  detail  in  the  final  rule  several  provisions  that  the 
Board  believes  could  best  be  handled  by  the  oversight  agency  in  conjunction  with 
state  and  local  authorities,  including  the  doUar  threshold  that  would  trigger  an  in- 
vestigation, on-site  security  measures,  and  the  role  of  the  oversight  agency  during 
the  planning  and  construction  phases.  The  Board  urged  the  FTA  to  simply  provide 
guidance  in  these  areas. 

The  Safety  Board  staff  attended  the  FTA's  recent  public  hearing  on  March  9, 
1994,  which  was  held  to  provide  interested  parties  the  opportunity  to  comment  fiir- 
ther  on  the  NRPM.  Although  the  Safety  Board  supports  every  effort  to  obtain  a  com- 
plete and  thorough  docket  on  this  issue,  the  Board  is  becoming  increasingly  con- 
cerned with  the  timeframe  for  issuing  a  final  rule.  The  Safety  Board  hopes  that  the 
FTA  will  expedite  efforts  on  this  issue. 

APTA  TRIENNIAL  SAFETY  AUDITS 

Mr,  Price.  Has  the  issue  of  using  the  triennial  APTA  safety  au- 
dits been  resolved  to  NTSB's  satisfaction? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  Board's  concern  began  when  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA),  in  its 
advanced  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (ANPRM)  on  safety  oversight  of  rail  rapid 
transit  operations,  raised  the  question  of  use  of  the  triennial  APTA  safety  audits 
as  a  means  of  satisfying  their  oversight  responsibilities.  However,  the  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  (NPRM)  did  not  propose  the  use  of  the  triennial  APTA  safety  au- 
dits as  a  means  of  compliance.  Although  the  issue  was  raised  once  again  by  industry 
representatives  at  the  March  8,  1994,  FTA  public  hearing  on  safety  oversight,  the 
Board  does  not  anticipate  that  the  PTA  will  permit  use  of  the  triennial  audit  in  the 
final  rule.  Assuming  that  the  final  rule  is  similar  to  that  proposed  in  the  NPRM 
and  does  not  permit  the  triennial  APTA  safety  audit  to  be  used  as  the  oversight 
mechanism,  the  issue  will  have  been  resolved  to  the  Board's  satisfaction. 

COAST  GUARD  INSPECTION  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Price.  The  Coast  Guard  issued  in  January  a  notice  of  pro- 
posed rulemaking  to  revamp  its  regulations  for  small  passenger 
wooden  vessels,  following  the  December  5  sinking  of  the  El  TORO 
II,  which  was  returning  from  a  fishing  trip  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay. 
One  of  the  noteworthy  aspects  of  that  accident  is  that  an  insurance 
inspector  had  inspected  the  vessel  and  was  in  the  process  of  rec- 
ommending that  insurance  be  denied  due  to  the  vessel's  lack  of  sea- 
worthiness, even  though  the  vessel  had  passed  a  Coast  Guard  in- 
spection. What  has  the  Safety  Board  learned  about  the  Coast 
Guard's  vessel  inspection  procedures  as  a  result  of  your  participa- 
tion in  the  Coast  Guard's  investigation  of  this  accident? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  a  result  of  our  investigation  into  the  sinking  of  the  EL  TORO  II,  the  Safety 
Board  is  evaluating: 

1.  The  adequacy  of  the  guidance  provided  to  USCG  field  inspectors  for  inspecting 
wooden  vessels. 

2.  The  adequacy  of  inspection  techniques  available  to  inspectors  of  wooden  vessels. 

SMALL  PASSENGER  VESSEL  RULEMAKING 

Mr.  Price.  Have  you  examined  the  Coast  Guard's  proposed  rule- 
making. If  so,  does  it  adequately  address  your  concerns? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  currently  examining  the  Coast  Guard  supplemental  notice  of  proposed 
rulemaking  (SNPRM)  entitled,  "Small  Passenger  Vessel  Inspection  and  Certifi- 
cation; Proposed  Rule,"  which  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  January  13, 
1994.  This  regulation  project  is  quite  lengthy  and  very  involved,  and  we  are  prepar- 
ing our  comments  on  the  proposed  rules  for  submission  to  the  Coast  Guard  by  the 
end  of  the  comment  period  (June  13,  1994). 

COMMERCIAL  FISHING  VESSEL  SAFETY 

Mr.  Price.  What  issues  remain  on  the  Safety  Board's  action 
agenda  for  improved  commercial  fishing  vessel  safety? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  remains  concerned  that  the  inspection 
of  commercial  fishing  vessels  for  safety  equipment  requirements  enacted  by  Con- 
gressional legislation  in  1988  has  not  been  formalized.  The  Board  also  remains  con- 
cerned over  flie  safety  training  provided  for  crews  of  uninspected  commercial  fishing 
vessels. 

FOREIGN  PASSENGER  VESSELS 

Mr.  Price.  In  July  1993,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  a  special  re- 
port on  accidents  involving  foreign  passenger  ships  operating  out  of 
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U.S.  ports.  Please  discuss  the  major  findings  and  recommendations 
of  that  report. 
[The  information  follows:] 


202 


The  Board's  special  investigation  report  on  accidents  involving  foreign 
passenger  ships  operating  from  U.S.  ports  was  a  follow-up  to  the  survival 
factors  issues  addressed  in  a  previous  study.  Passenger  Vessels  Operating 
From  U.S.  Ports. 

The  International  Maritime  Organization  (IMO)  has  made  great  strides 
in  improving  the  safety  of  passenger  ships,  especially  with  regard  to  fire  safety 
issues.  However,  additional  enhancements  can  further  assure  the  level  of 
passenger  protection. 

In  cruise  ship  accidents  studied  by  the  Safety  Board  since  that  1 989 
passenger  vessel  safety  study,  a  number  of  recurring  safety  problems  have 
surfaced  that  have  not  been  addressed  by  the  IMO,  such  as:  crew  firefighting 
training;  crew  training  and  proper  onboard  procedures  to  evacuate  passengers 
trapped  in  their  staterooms;  communications  with  a  common  language  among 
crewmembers  and  between  crewmembers  and  passengers;  and  storing 
additional  life  jackets  near  muster  stations. 

On  July  26,  1993,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
recommended  that  the  Coast  Guard  propose  to  the  next  IMO  Maritime  Safety 
Committee  meeting  that: 

•  standards  for  a  basic  level  of  emergency  training  for  passenger  vessel 
crewmembers  be  established  and  cruise  ship  companies  be  required  to 
certify  that  such  a  program  has  been  properly  completed;  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (M-93-35) 

•  advanced  firefighting  standards  be  established  for  crewmembers 
responsible  for  fighting  fires  and  ship  companies  be  required  to  certify 
that  such  a  program  has  been  properly  completed;  (Class  II,  Priority 
Action)  (M-93-36) 

•  more  realistic  emergency  drills  be  required  aboard  passenger  vessels  to 
provide  crewmembers  with  the  specialized  skills  necessary  to  insure 
passenger  safety,  including  rescuing  passengers  trapped  in  their 
staterooms;  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (M-93-37) 

•  the  desirability  and  feasibility  of  equipping  passenger  staterooms 
personal  protection  breathing  devices  that  could  be  worn  by  passengers 
escaping  from  a  smoke-filled  environment  should  be  analyzed;  (Class  II, 
Priority  Action)  (M-93-38)  and 

•  the  desirability  and  feasibility  for  equipping  passenger  staterooms  with 
an  emergency  call  system  by  which  trapped  passengers  can  signal  their 
situation  should  be  analyzed  (Class  II,  Priority  Action)  (M-93-39). 
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QUEEN  ELIZABETH  2  RECOMMENDATIONS  CG  RESPONSE 

Mr.  Price.  Please  insert  in  the  record  the  response  of  the  Coast 
Guard  to  the  recommendations  issued  by  the  Safety  Board  in  the 
investigation  of  the  August  7,  1992,  grounding  of  the  Queen  Eliza- 
beth 2. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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SEP  2T  1993 

The  Honorable  Carl  W.  Vogt 
Chairman,  National  Transportation 

Safety  Board 
490  L' Enfant  Plaza  East,  S.W. 
Washington,  DC   20594"  — 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  have  reviewed  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  marine 
accident  report  concerning  the  grounding  of  the  passenger  vessel 
QUEEN  ELIZABETH  2  near  Cuttyhunk  Island,  Vineyard  Sound, 
Massachusetts,  on  August  7,  1992.   The  following  is  my  updated 
response  to  reiterated  safety  recommendation  M-91-028  and  my 
initial  response  to  safety  recommendations  M-93-017  through 
M-93-026,  which  were  issued  by  the  Board  to  the  Coast  Guard  as  a 
result  of  its  investigation  of  this  casualty. 

M-91-028 

Amend  33  CFR  164.11(k)  to  require  that  masters  and  pilots  discuss 
and  agree  beforehand  to  the  essential  features  and  relevant 
checkpoints  of  maneuvers  they  expect  to  undertake. 

Status 

I  partially  concur  with  this  recommendation.   In  this  instance, 
making  a  high  speed  transit  in  relatively  shallow  water,  it  would 
have  been  prudent  for  the  master  and  pilot  to  discuss  the 
proposed  route.   Because  of  this,  the  Coast  Guard  investigating 
officer  recommended  citing  the  master  and  pilot  for  failure  to 
comply  with  33  CFR  164.11(k),   However,  the  Coast  Guard  remains 
unconvinced  that  a  more  detailed  rule  would  have  prevented  this 
failure  to  communicate.   Because  there  are  innumerable  variables 
that  potentially  could  be  discussed,  such  a  regulation  would 
serve  only  as  a  way  to  penalize  the  master  and  pilot  after  a 
casualty.   In  1992,  the  Navigation  Safety  Committee  (NAVSAC) 
discussed  a  requirement  for  a  prearranged  plan  between  the  master 
and  pilot.   The  Council  felt  that  the  master  and  pilot  already 
have  the  authority  and  opportunity  to  obtain  information  about 
the  transit.   Therefore,  the  Coast  Guard  does  not  anticipate 
proposing  changes  to  33  CFR  164.11(k)  regarding  master/pilot 
communications  at  this  time,  and  I  request  that  this 
recommendation  be  closed. 

M-93-017 

Establish  standards  and  curricula  for  bridge  resource  management 
training  for  Federal  pilots  licensed  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 
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status 


I  concur  with  this  recommendation.   The  Coast  Guard  will  Initiate 
a  rulemaking  project  *to  establish  the  recommended  standards  and 
curricula.   I  will  keep  the  Board  Informed  of  our  progress  In  the 
regulatory  project. 

M-93-018 

Propose  to  the  International  Maritime  Organization  that  standards 
and  curricula  be  develoE>ed  for  bridge  resource  management 
training  for  the  masters^-  deck  officers,  and  pilots  of  ocean- 
going ships. 

Status 

I  partially  concur  with  this  recommendation.   The  United  States 
will  propose  at  the  25th  Session  of  the  International  Maritime 
Organization  (IMO)  Subcommittee  on  Standards  of  Training  and 
Watchkeeping  (STW)  that  standards  and  curricula  be  developed  for 
bridge  resource  management  training  for  masters  and  deck  officers 
of  seagoing  ships.   However,  the  Coast  Guard  views  pilot 
qualifications  as  a  matter  for  port  State  regulation. 
I  will  keep  the  Board  informed  of  our  progress  regarding  this 
recommendation . 

M-93-019 

Propose  to  the  International  Maritime  Organization  that  the 
masters,  deck  officers,  and  pilots  of  ocean-going  ships  be 
required  to  successfully  complete  initial  and  recurrent  training 
in  bridge  resource  management. 

Status 

I  partially  concur  with  this  recommendation.  The  United  States 
will  propose  that  IMO  agree  in  principle  to  requiring  masters  and 
deck  officers  on  seagoing  ships  to  complete  initial  and  recurrent 
training  in  bridge  resource  management.  However,  the  Coast  Guard 
views  pilot  qualifications  as  a  matter  for  port  State  regulation. 
I  will  keep  the  Board  informed  of  our  progress  regarding  this 
recommendation . 

M-93-020 

Require  that  all  applicants  for  an  original  or  the  renewal  of  a 
Federal  pilot  and  deck  officer  license  for  vessels  of  more  than 
1,600  gross  tons  successfully  complete  a  course  in  bridge 
resource  management. 

Status 

I  concur  with  this  recommendation.   The  Coast  Guard  will  initiate 
a  rulemaking  project  to  implement  the  recommended  license 
requirements.   I  will  keep  the  Board  informed  of  our  progress  in 
the  regulatory  project. 
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M-93-021 


Propose  'that  the  Intexnatlonal  Maritime  Organization  Incorporate 
IMO  Resolution  A. 601(15),  "Provision  and  Display  of  Maneuvering 
Information  on  Board  Ships",  Into  the  SOLAS  Convention. 

Status 

I  partially  concur  with  this  recommendation.   Before  proposing 
that  Resolution  A. 601 (15)  be  Incorporated  Into  the  SOLAS 
Convention,  basic  research  needs  to  be  accomplished  on  shallow 
water  effects  on  high  'speed  ships.   To  accomplish  this,  the  QE2 
accident  findings  and  other  relevant  Information  will  be 
presented  to  IMO  with  a  recommendation  that  further  action  be 
taken.   This  action  should  Include  the  development  of  model 
testing  criteria  for  high  speed  ships  In  shallow  water,  and  a 
series  of  model  tests  on  high  speed  hull  forms  above,  below,  and 
at  the  critical  Froude  Number.   This  series  of  model  tests  will 
bracket  important  parameters  that  affect  slnkage  and  trim. 
Validation  of  existing  computer  programs  for  predicting  slnkage 
and  trim  should  also  be  part  of  the  model  test  program.   This 
series  can  then  be  used  in  combination  with  existing  model  data 
for  tankers  to  rationally  estimate  slnkage  and  trim  for  most  ship 
forms  and  speeds.   Once  this  Information  is  available,  a  rational 
estimate  of  slnkage  and  trim  can  be  obtained  and  a  recommendation 
can  be  made  to  Incorporate  relevant  provisions  of  A. 601 (15)  into 
the  SOLAS  Convention.   I  will  keep  the  Board  informed  as 
developments  occur  regarding  this  recommendation. 

M-93-022 

Amend  the  Navigation  Safety  Regulations  (33  CFR  164.35(g))  to 
require  that  squat  characteristics  be  included  with  the 
maneuvering  information  on  vessels,  as  recommended  by  IMO 
Resolution  A. 601(15)  for  deep-draft,  high-speed  vessels  over 
1,600  gross  tons. 

Status 

I  partially  concur  with  this  recommendation.   As  discussed  in  my 
response  to  recommendation  M-93-021,  sufficient  information  is 
not  currently  available  on  slnkage  and  trim  of  high  speed  hull 
forms  in  shallow  water.   I  will  consider  implementing  this 
recommendation  when  we  have  completed  action  on  recommendation 
M-93-021. 

M-93-023 

Widely  publicize  the  particulars  of  this  accident  concerning  the 
large  squat  for  ships  at  high  speeds  in  shallow  waters. 

Status 

I  concur  with  this  recommendation.  Copies  of  the  Coast  Guard's 
Investigation  report  on  this  casualty  are  being  provided  to  IMO 
to  disseminate  the  research  Information  regarding  vessel  squat. 
In  addition,  we  will  develop  material  for  publication  In  a  Notice 
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to  Mariners,  Proceedings  of  the  Marine  Safety  Council,  or  other 
maritime  publications.   I  will  provide  copies  of  the  articles  to 
the  Board  when  published. 

M-93-024 

Provide  guidelines  to  boarding  officers  Investigating  marine 
accidents  about  Informing  marine  employers  of  their 
responsibility  to  conduct  toxlcologlcal  testing  and  on  providing 
assistance  when  necessary  (such  as  providing  sampling  kits  and 
making  arrangements  for  testing  with  local  approved 
laboratories.)         — 

Status 

I  concur  with  this  recommendation.   Coast  Guard  Investigating 
officers  receive  Instruction  regarding  post  casualty  testing 
responsibilities  and  procedures  during  their  formal  Instruction 
at  the  Investigating  Officer  Course  at  Yorktown,  Virginia,  and 
through  field  training.   Guidelines  are  provided  to  Investigating 
officers  in  the  Coast  Guard ' s  Marine  Safety  Manual  and  in  other 
policy  documents.   Information  concerning  the  requirements  for 
post  accident  testing  is  provided  directly  to  marine  employers 
from  Commandant  ( G-MMI )  and  local  Marine  Safety  Offices . 
Existing  guidelines  will  be  revised  to  provide  the  recommended 
information.  ^t 

M-93-025 

Propose  to  the  International  Maritime  Organization  a  requirement 
that  all  passengers  boarding  vessels  at  Intermediate  ports  during 
a  voyage  receive  comprehensive  safety  and  emergency  Instructions 
by  qualified  crewmembers  soon  after  boarding. 

Status 

I  concur  with  this  recommendation.   Chapter  III,  Regulation  18, 
section  3.2,  of  the  International  Convention  for  the  Safety  of 
Life  at  Sea  (SOLAS),  already  requires  instruction  of  passengers 
which  embark  at  a  port  after  the  initiation  of  a  voyage.   In 
addition,  IMO's  Maritime  Safety  Committee  approved  "guidelines 
for  passenger  vessel  safety  Instructions"  at  Its  62nd  session  in 
May  1993,  and  invited  all  member  governments  to  bring  them  to  the 
attention  of  passenger  ship  owners,  vessel  masters  and  crews,  and 
all  others  concerned.   These  guidelines  provide  specific 
recommendations  on  emergency  Instructions  required  to  be  given  to 
passengers  as  per  SOLAS  Chapter  III,  Regulation  8.   These 
recommendations  address:  ship  evacuation  philosophy;  emergency 
escape  diagrams  in  staterooms,  public  areas,  and  escape  routes; 
standardized  and  clearly  audible  emergency  broadcasts  on  the 
vessel's  public  address  systems;  and  standardized  deck  and  cabin 
numbering  systems.   These  guidelines  on  emergency  instructions 
coupled  with  existing  SOLAS  regulations  satisfy  the  intent  of 
this  recommendation,  and  I  request  that  it  be  closed. 
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M-93-026 


Propose  to  the  International  Maritime  Organization  that 
appropriate  safety  standards  be  developed  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
disabled  people  aboard  passenger  vessels  during  an  emergency. 

Status 

I  concur  with  this  recommendation.   Under  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT) 
has  the  authority  to  complete  studies  and  Implement  regulations 
for  the  transportatlofk  of  disabled  persons  on  passenger  vessels. 
The  General  Coiinsel  has  the  responsibility  to  promulgate 
regulations  and  policy  for  the  Coast  Guard  to  enforce.   The  Coast 
Guard  is  participating  in  a  DOT  working  group  on  this  issue,  and 
we  are  presently  at  the  initial  stage  in  the  regulatory 
development  process.   The  initiation  of  international  standards 
in  this  area  should  take  place  only  after  consensus  is  reached 
domestically  regarding  the  implementation  of  ADA.   I  will 
continue  to  monitor  actions  in  the  area  of  domestic  regulations 
and  ensure  that  they  are  paralleled  with  actions  at  IMO  as 
necessary. 

Sincerely, 


/^.UJ.  iZ^^ 


V      J.   I 


J.  W.  KIME 

Admiral,  U.  S.  Coast  Guard 

CCfJMANOANT 
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YORKTOWN  CLIPPER  CRUISESHIP  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  an  update  of  your  investigation  of  the 
August  18,  1992,  accident  involving  the  YORKTOWN  CLIPPER 
cruise  ship  and  include  the  major  issues  that  the  Safety  Board  will 
explore. 

[The  information  foUows:!^ 

The  Safety  Board  has  completed  its  on-scene  investigation,  examined  the  ship's 
damage  in  drydock,  collected  evidence  at  the  grounding  site  at  low  tide,  commu- 
nicated with  all  the  passengers,  and  now  is  evaluating  the  vessel's  stability  when 
the  passengers  were  evacuated. 

The  primary  issues  which  are  emerging  are  the  adequacy  of  the  navigational  pro- 
cedures routinely  practiced  by  the  watch  officers,  the  oversight  provided  by  the  own- 
ers, the  training  required  by  the  Coast  Guard,  and  the  watertight  integrity  of  the 
vessel.  The  Board's  report  of  this  accident  is  expected  to  be  considered  this  summer. 

NOORDAM  AND  MOUNT  YMITOS  COLLISION 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  an  update  of  your  investigation  of  the 
November  6,  1993,  collision  between  the  NOORDAM  cruise  ship 
and  the  MOUNT  YMITOS  and  include  the  major  issues  that  the 
Safety  Board  will  explore. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the  collision  between 
the  cruise  ship  NOORDAM  and  the  bulk  carrier  MOUNT  YMITOS  is  not  yet  com- 
pleted. 

The  central  question  raised  during  the  investigation  of  the  collision  was  why  none 
of  the  8  persons  on  the  bridge  of  the  NOORDAM  at  the  time  of  the  accident  did 
not  detect  the  presence  of  the  MOUNT  YMITOS  until  just  before  the  accident. 

'The  Safety  Board  will  explore  the  following  safety  issues  in  its  investigation  of 
the  collision  between  the  NOORDAM  and  the  MOUNT  YMITOS:  The  adequacy  of 
watchstanding  practices  and  procedures  aboard  the  NOORDAM;  the  adequacy  of  the 
lookouts  aboard  the  NOORDAM  and  MOUNT  YMITOS;  the  adequacy  of  the  visual 
perception  of  watchstanders  aboard  the  NOORDAM;  adequacy  of  the  NOORDAM's 
Automatic  Radar  Plotting  Aid  (ARPA)  and  its  10cm  and  3cm  radars;  the  adequacy 
of  the  channels  of  communication  between  the  Associated  Bar  Pilots  and  inbound 
vessels  seeking  piloting  services;  the  lack  of  a  vessel  traffic  service  capable  of  mon- 
itoring the  approaches  to  Southwest  Pass;  and  adequacy  of  shipboard  emergency 
procedures  aboard  the  NOORDAM. 

RECREATIONAL  BOATING  SAFETY  IMPROVEMENT  ACT  OF  1993 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  for  the  record  the  Safety  Board's  com- 
ments on  the  Recreational  Boating  and  Safety  Improvement  Act  of 
1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Office  of  the  Chairman  August    13,    1993 

Honorable  Billy  Tauzin 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Coast 

Guard  and  Navigation 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.    20515-6230 

Dear  Chairman  Tauzin: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  dated  August  2,  1993,  requesting  our  comments  on 
draft  legislation  entitled  "Recreational  Boating  Safety  Improvement  Act  of  1993." 

After  reviewing  the  measure,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes 
that  its  provisions  regarding  use  of  personal  flotation  devices  for  children,  boating 
while  intoxicated,  and  mandatory  education  for  violators  will  help  to  make  recreational 
boating  safer. 

For  instance,  in  our  safety  study  on  recreational  boating  safety  the  Safety  Board 
found  it  is  incumbent  on  the  States  and  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  to  increase 
the  level  of  use  of  personal  flotation  devices  (PFDs)  in  order  to  save  lives.  The  Safety 
Board  consequently  recommended  that  mandatory  use  of  PFDs  for  children  be 
considered.  The  draft's  provisions  prohibiting  operation  of  a  recreational  vessel  under 
26  feet  unless  children  under  a  certain  age  wear  PFDs  is  consistent  with  the  intent  of 
the  Safety  Board's  recommendation.  Although  our  safety  report  did  not  specify  an 
age  at  or  below  which  children  should  be  required  to  wear  PFDs,  the  Safety  Board 
believes  as  many  children  as  possible  should  be  covered  by  PFD  usage  requirements. 

Our  safety  study  also  prompted  recommendations  calling  on  states  to  enact  or 
stiffen  laws  on  alcohol  use  and  to  require  testing  of  boat  operators  in  all  fatal  boating 
accidents  and  if  the  operator  is  suspected  of  being  impaired,  regardless  of  whether 
fatalities  occurred.  The  Safety  Board  is  pleased  that  the  discussion  draft  addresses 
these  issues.  We  are  concerned  that,  as  written,  the  measure  could  discourage  states 
from  enacting  blood  alcohol  concentration  (BAC)  levels  below  the  0.10  BAC  threshold 
contained  in  the  draft.  Several  states  already  provide  for  a  BAC  level  lower  than  0.10 
and  the  Safety  Board  believes  other  states  may  wish  to  adopt  a  similar  position  in 
order  to  reduce  boating  while  intoxicated  accidents. 

The  Safety  Board  notes  with  interest  the  draft's  provisions  requiring  individuals 
to  take  a  qualified  boating  safety  course  if  they  violate  certain  standards.  The 
accident  data  and  case  studies  presented  in  the  Safety  Board's  study  indicate  that 
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Honorable  Billy  Tauzin 
page  2 

there  is  a  clear  need  for  demonstrating  operator  knowledge  of  safe  boating  rules  and 
skills  prior  to  operating  a  recreational  vessel  and  we  believe  the  Coast  Guard  should 
be  urged  to  address  this  issue  as  a  way  to  prevent  accidents.  Further,  while  only 
addressing  operators  demonstrating  unsafe  boating  practices,  the  discussion  draft 
provisions  should  contribute  towards  improving  the  knowledge  and  skills  of 
recreational  boat  operators. 

The  Safety  Board  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  discussion 
draft  and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  the  other  recommendations 
contained  in  our  report  not  covered  in  the  measure  you  provided,  such  as  the  need  for 
the  Coast  Guard  to  implement  a  system  comparable  to  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration's  Fatal  Accident  Reporting  System. 

Sincerely, 


U^M.^^'^i^^ 


Carl  W.  Vogt 
Chairman 
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January    7,    1994 
Office  of  the  Chairman 


Honorable  Billy  Tauzin 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Coast  Guard  and  Navigation 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.  C.    20515-6230 

Dear  Chairman  Tauzin: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  dated  December  20,  1993,  requesting  our  comments  on 
the  draft  legislation  entitled  "Recreational  Boating  Safety  Improvement  Act  of  1993." 

After  reviewing  the  measure,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes  that 
the  provisions  regarding  use  of  personal  floatation  devices  (PFDs)  for  children,  boating  while 
intoxicated,  improved  accident  reporting,  and  mandatory  education  for  violators  will  help 
to  make  recreational  boating  safer. 

The  Safety  Board's  study  on  recreational  boating  safety  recommended  that  mandatory 
use  of  PFDs  for  children  be  considered  by  the  states  and  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers. 
The  provisions  of  the  draft  legislation  prohibiting  operation  of  a  recreational  vessel  under 
26  feet  unless  children  1 2  years  of  age  or  younger  wear  PFDs  when  the  child  is  on  an  open 
deck  is  consistent  with  the  intent  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendation.  Although  our 
safety  study  did  not  specify  an  age  at  or  below  which  children  should  be  required  to  wear 
PFDs,  we  believe  as  many  children  as  possible  should  be  covered  by  PFD  usage 
requirements. 

Our  safety  study  also  prompted  recommendations  asking  states  to  enact  or  stiffen 
laws  on  alcohol  use,  and  to  require  testing  of  boat  operators  in  all  fatal  boating  accidents 
if  the  operator  is  suspected  of  being  impaired.  The  Safety  Board  is  pleased  that  the  draft 
legislation  addresses  these  issues  enabling  states  to  enact  blood  alcohol  concentration  (BAC) 
levels  below  the  0.10  percent  BAC  threshold. 

The  Safety  Board  is  also  pleased  that  the  draft  legislation  includes  a  requirement  that 
within  one  year  of  enactment,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  submit  a  plan  to  increase 
reporting  of  vessel  accidents  to  appropriate  state  law  enforcement  officials.  The  Safety  Board 
would  like  the  plan  to  discuss  the  applicability  of  a  system  comparable  to  the  National 
Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration's  Fatal  Accident  Reporting  System. 


I 
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We  note  that  the  draft  legislation  includes  provisions  requiring  individuals  to  take  a 
qualified  boating  safety  course  if  they  violate  certain  standards.  As  mentioned  in  our  letter 
to  you  dated  August  13,  1993,  the  accident  data  and  case  studies  presented  in  the  Safety 
Board's  study  indicate  that  there  is  a  need  for  all  operators  to  demonstrate  knowledge  of  safe 
boating  rules  and  skills  prior  to  operating  a  recreational  vessel.  The  Board  believes  the 
Coast  Guard  should  be  urged  to  address  this  broader  issue  as  a  way  to  prevent  accidents. 


The  Safety  Board  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  discussion  draft. 

Sincerely, 


I.  vo 
Chairman 
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HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  What  do  you  believe  are  the  most  important  actions 
RSPA  can  take  to  improve  the  agency's  hazardous  materials  pro- 
gram? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Board  believes  that  the  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration 
(RSPA)  needs  to  improve  accident  and  incident  data  to  identify  important  trends  or 
potential  problems  related  to  the  performance  of  hazardous  materials  containers.  In 
1992,  the  Board  recommended  that  RSPA  improve  these  data  bases  to  help  evaluate 
the  performance  of  cargo  tanks  involved  in  accidents.  The  Board  also  believes  that 
RSPA  should  work  with  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  to  issue  final  rules  in 
Dockets  HM-175A  and  HM-201.  The  Board  believes  that  tank  car  safety  improve- 
ments contained  in  HM-175A  are  long  overdue.  The  Board  also  believes  that  im- 
proved periodic  inspections  and  testing  for  tank  cars,  contained  in  HM-201,  are 
needed  because  current  periodic  inspections  and  tests  are  not  effective  for  identify- 
ing tank  car  structural  defects. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  What  progress  has  RSPA  made  in  addressing  the 
Safety  Board's  recommendations  from  its  investigation  of  hazard- 
ous materials  spills  from  overturned  trucks? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  (RSPA)  advised  the  Board 
that  it  would  work  with  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  to  evaluate  the 
peformance  of  cargo  tank  rollover  protection  and  to  improve  the  collection  of  data 
necessary  to  identify  patterns  of  cargo  tank  equipment  failure.  However,  RSPA  has 
not  provided  the  Board  any  information  on  the  progress  of  work  in  this  program. 

UNDERGROUND  STORAGE  SYSTEM  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  In  November  1993,  the  Safety  Board  issued  its  report 
concerning  the  April  7,  1992,  underground  storage  cavern  explosion 
in  Brenham,  Texas.  That  accident  killed  three  people  and  injured 
another  21  people.  The  Safety  Board  concluded  that  a  lack  of  fed- 
eral and  state  regulations  governing  the  design  and -operation  of 
underground  storage  systems  contributed  to  the  accident.  What 
was  the  basis  for  the  NTSB's  conclusion? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  safety  standards  issued  by  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS)  were 
not  applicable  to  Highly  Volatile  Liquids  (HVL)  or  other  liquid  petroleum 
underground  storage  facilities,  primarily  because  the  industry  standards  from 
which  OPS  derived  its  standards  did  not  apply  to  underground  storage  facilities. 
During  the  25  years  the  DOT  has  had  safety  jurisdiction  over  liquid  pipeline 
operations,  several  accidents  involving  HVL  underground  storage  facilities  have 
occurred,  although  their  consequences  were  not  as  great  as  at  Brenham.  Even 
so,  the  OPS  has  not  acted  to  regulate  the  safety  of  these  facilities.  The  Safety 
Board  believes  that  the  OPS  should  have  taken  at  least  enough  notice  of  such 
accidents  to  have  initiated  reporting  requirements  to  assist  it  in  assessing 
whether  additional  action  was  warranted. 

The  Texas  Railroad  Commission  (TRC)  has  the  authority  to  regulate 
underground  storage  facilities.  However,  the  TRC  did  not  consider  that  its 
authority  extended  to  establishing  safety  standards  for  wellhead  safety  control 
systems.  Consequently,  Brenham  station's  wellhead  safety  equipment  was 
never  inspected  by  its  personnel. 

Mid-America  Pipeline  Company's  (MAPCO)  pipeline  operations  were 
subject  to  the  OPS  pipeline  safety  requirements  and  to  those  of  the  TRC. 
Texas,  like  most  other  States,  has  a  small  staff  dedicated  to  monitoring  the 
compliance  of  pipeline  operators  with  safety  standards.  The  OPS  rates  the 
TRC's  pipeline  safety  program  as  one  of  the  nation's  best,  yet  major  inadequa- 
cies in  MAPCO  operations  went  undetected.  As  discussed  earlier,  MAPCO's 
emergency  preparedness  coordination  with  communities  adjacent  to  its 
pipelines,  employee  training  and  oversight,  and  remote  monitoring  of  Brenham 
station  operations  were  all  deficient,  and  those  deficiencies  were  not  identified 
before  this  accident  by  the  regulatory  compliance  inspections.  The  Board 
believes  that  the  TRC  and  the  OPS  should  reassess  Texas'  pipeline  safety  pro- 
gram to  identify  resources  and/or  system  improvements  that  needed  to 
minimize  the  potential  for  omissions  in  future  compliance  inspections. 

This  accident  and  the  lack  of  regulatory  public  safety  oversight  posed  by 
more  than  1 ,400  liquid  and  more  than  400  natural  gas  underground  storage 
facilities  demonstrate  that: 

o  The  OPS  needs  to  define  in  its  regulations  standards  to  protect  the 

public  from  any  threat  posed  by  the  operation  of  HVL  underground 
storage  facilities. 

o  The  American  Petroleum  Institute  (API)  needs  to  complete  its 

recommendations  about  solution-mined  storage  caverns  and  to 
develop  recommendations  about  the  other  types  of  underground 
storage  facilities  that  are  used  to  store  dangerous  materials,  such 
as  HVLs  and  natural  gas. 
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The  American  Gas  Association  (AGA)  needs  to  cooperate  with  the 
API  in  completing  and  developing  recommendations  about 
underground  storage  facilities. 

States  that  have  HVL  underground  storage  facilities  need  to 
develop  standards  to  protect  public  safety  and  need  to  effectively 
oversee  the  facilities. 
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NATURAL  GAS  PIPELINE  SAFETY  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  What  was  RSPA's  response  to  the  Safety  Board's  rec- 
ommendation that  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  should  amend  its 
natural  gas  pipeline  safety  regulations  to  specifically  include  safety 
standards  on  underground  natural  gas  storage  facilities  that  are 
adequate  to  protect  public  safety? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  adopted  the  final  recommendations  for 
the  Brenham  report  on  November  4,  1993.  The  Research  and  Special  Programs  Ad- 
ministration (RSPA)  has  not  yet  responded  to  recommendation  P-93-09  which 
called  for  regulations  for  both  highly  volatile  liquids  and  natural  gas. 

Even  though  RSPA  has  not  responded  to  the  Safety  Board,  we  are  encouraged  by 
RSPA's  FY  1995  budget  submission  that  states  "that  underground  storage  of  highly 
volatile  liquids,  otiier  hazardous  liqviids,  and  natural  gas  require  comprehensive 
analysis."  The  submission  also  proposes  a  study  to  confirm  the  location,  capacity 
and  number  of  underground  storage  caverns,  inspection  of  a  limited  number  of  cav- 
ern operations,  determination  of  which  states  have  jurisdiction  over  underground 
storage  caverns,  and  to  assess  the  risk  of  these  caverns  to  determine  where  they 
should  be  placed  within  RSPA's  risk  analysis  program  for  regulations. 

PIPELINE  EMPLOYEE  TRAINING 

Mr.  Price.  What  progress  has  RSPA  made  in  issuing  regulations 
that  require  operators  of  pipelines  to  develop  and  conduct  training 
programs  for  pipeline  employees? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Research  and  Special  Program  Administration's  (RSPA)  Regulatory  Agenda 
published  in  the  Federal  Register,  October  25,  1993,  for  Parts  192  and  195  states: 
that  previous  proposals  have  been  considered  into  rulemaking  relative  to  Qualifica- 
tion of  PipeUne  Personnel.  Training  and  qualification  standards  are  proposed  for 
Personnel  involved  in  operations  and  maintenance  of  gas  and  hazardous  liquid  pipe- 
nes.  This  rulemaking  is  considered  significant  but  no  legal  deadline  has  been  set. 
The  Safety  Board  identified  several  factors  that  possibly  resulted  in  human  error 
and  contributed  to  the  Mid-America  Pipeline  Company  Natural  Gas  Liquids,  Inc., 
highly  volatile  liquids  release  from  underground  storage  at  Brenham,  Texas  on  April 
7,  1992.  The  report  supports  the  need  for  training,  and  establishing  qualifications 
or  certification  of  pipeline  employees. 

EMERGENCY  FLOW  RESTRICTING  VALVES 

Mr.  Price.  On  January  19,  1994,  RSPA  issued  an  advance  notice 
of  rulemaking  regarding  emergency  flow  restricting  valves  and  leak 
detection  systems  for  hazardous  liquid  pipelines.  Has  the  Safety 
Board  commented  on  that  rulemaking  and,  if  so,  please  provide  a 
copy  of  your  response  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  is  quite  interested  in  this  rulemaking 
and  we  have  issued  recommendations  in  the  past  regarding  emergency  flow  restrict- 
ing valves  and  leak  detection  systems  for  hazardous  liquid  pipelines.  However,  after 
reviewing  the  ANPRM,  we  determined  that  the  numerous  questions  posed  by  OPS 
are  addressed  to  the  industry  and  their  operational  history,  and  we  can  not  provide 
information  to  those  questions.  We  are  interested  in  the  responses  of  the  industry 
and  will  review  them  as  part  of  our  on-going  special  investigation  on  petroleum 

Eroduct  pipelines  as  a  resiUt  of  the  Reston,  Virginia  and  Fountain  Inn,  South  Caro- 
na  accidents  that  involved  Colonial  Pipeline  Company. 

EXCESS  FLOW  VALVES  RULEMAKING 

Mr.  Price.  The  issue  of  excess  flow  valves  on  gas  service  lines 
has  been  on  the  Safety  Board's  most  wanted  list  for  some  time.  On 
July  6,  1993,  RSPA  issued  an  advance  notice  of  rulemaking  on  this 
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subject.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  copy  of  the  Safety  Board's 
response  to  RSPA's  ANPRM. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Below  is  a  copy  of  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board's  July  6,  1993  com- 
ments on  excess  flow  valve  proposed  rulemaking. 
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National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

Washington,  D.C.  20594 

July   6,    1993 
Office  of  the  Chairman 

Dockets  Unit,  Room  84  21 

Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  Programs 

Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

400  Seventh  Street,  S.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20590 

Dear  Sir: 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  has  reviewed  the 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (NPRM)  "Excess  Flow  Valve 
Installation  on  Service  Lines"  (PS-118,  Notice  2).  The  Safety 
Board  believes  that  the  use  of  these  valves  will  substantially 
reduce  the  consequences  of  gas  pipeline  accidents  by  saving  lives 
and  lessening  the  extent  of  property  damages.  We  have  included 
the  benefits  afforded  by  excess  flow  valves  (EFVs)  as  one  of  our 
"most  wanted"  transportation  safety  improvements.  The  Safety  Board 
is  pleased  that  the  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration 
(RSPA)  now  recognizes  the  public  safety  improvements  they  offer  and 
urges  RSPA  to  expeditiously  implement  a  final  rule  on  their  use. 

The  NPRM  includes  several  issues  and  questions  on  which  the 
Safety  Board  offers  the  following  comments: 

1.  RSPA  questions  whether  the  use  of  excess  flow  valves  (EFVs) 
will  decrease  the  use  of  local  emergency  agency  crews,  resulting  in 
cost  savings.  Except  for  individual  pipeline  operators  that 
routinely  use  EFVs,  no  one  has  useful  data  to  answer  this  question. 
Bay  State  Gas  Company,  Inc.,  has  16  percent  of  its  250,000-plus 
service  lines  equipped  with  EFVs  and  is  the  only  operator,  of  which 
we  are  aware,  that  has  released  data  on  its  experiences  with  EFVs. 
Examples  of  EFVs  operating  successfully  to  prevent  potentially 
hazardous  situations  from  developing  were  cited  in  the  November 
1989  issue  of  Pipeline  &  Gas  Journal.  These  successful  operations 
took  place  at  34  locations  in  18  towns  that  Bay  State  Gas  serves. 
That  article  also  reported  that  in  a  typical  year,  EFVs  operated  in 
3  0  to  4  0  incidents  of  excavation  damage.  Each  time  the  EFVs 
operated,  major  consecjuences  usually  associated  with  pipeline 
accidents  were  prevented  without  calling  on  local  emergency 
agencies. 

The  RSPA  should  also  consider  the  advantages  EFVs  provide 
after  gas  explosions  or  other  emergency  conditions  when  substantial 
damage  to  gas  service  lines  results.  The  public,  on-scene  gas 
employees  and  emergency  response  crews  are  protected  from  hazards 
associated  with  the  continued  flow  and  migration  of  gas  because  gas 
flow  can  be  promptly  and  automatically  stopped.   Since  the  report 
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on  a  1971,  gas  accident  in  North  Richland  Hills,  Texas,'  these 
hazards  have  often  been  discussed  in  Safety  Board  pipeline  accident 
reports.   Enclosed  is  a  partial  list. 

2.  The  NPRM  proposes  to  limit  application  of  the  EFV 
rec[uirements  to  service  lines  that  operate  at  not  less  than  a 
pressure  of  10  pounds  per  square  inch,  gauge  (psig)  pressure.  The 
Safety  Board  does  not  understand  RSPA's  rationale  for  increasing 
the  lower  use  threshold  from  5  to  10  psig  pressure.  Considerable 
information  is  available  on  EFVs  designed  to  functio'h  at  5  psig 
pressure  or  more.  Also,  the  proposal's  wording  unnecessarily 
exempts  operators  of  gas  systems  in  which  the  system  pressure  might 
occasionally  fall  below  the  minimum  operating  pressure  of  available 
EFVs.  This  coul(J  apply  to  operators  that  could  prove  their  systems 
operated  at  less  than  10  psig  pressure,  even  if  only  once  during 
the  system's  history. 

Tests  have  shown  that  no  hazard  is  created  when  the  pressure 
in  a  properly  sized  service  line  falls  below  the  EFV  manufacturer's 
rated  minimum  operating  pressure.  Under  such  circumstances,  the 
operator  can  still  meet  customer  gas  demands;  however,  it  can't 
rely  on  EFVs  to  stop  the  gas  flow  if  the  service  line  ruptures  or 
is  severely  damaged.  The  Safety  Board  believes  it  far  more  prudent 
for  RSPA  to  provide  the  protection  afforded  by  EFVs  during  the 
majority  of  times  that  gas  system  pressures  are  within  the  EFV 
operating  parameters  than  for  RSPA  to  withhold  from  the  public  the 
benefits  of  EFVs  simply  because  the  gas  system  pressure  has  once, 
and  might  infrequently  again,  fall  below  the  minimum  rated 
operating  pressure  of  available  EFVs.  Consequently,  the  Safety 
Board  urges  RSPA  to  revise  this  provision  to  require  EFVs  on  any 
gas  service  line  that  is  normally  operated  at  pressures  above  the 
minimum  rated  pressure  of  any  commercially  available  EFV. 

3.  RSPA  believes  that  some  EFVs  may  not  meet  the 
manufacturer's  specifications  and  proposes  that  each  be  tested 
before  being  used  on  gas  service  lines.  The  Safety  Board  concurs 
with  RSPA's  proposal  to  require  that  EFVs  be  tested  at  the  time  of 
installation  to  assure  that  they  function.  The  tests  made  to 
confirm  that  EFVs  conform  to  standards  could  be  made  by 
manufacturers  and  the  results  certified  to  EFV  users  just  as  is 
done  for  most  pipe,  fittings,  and  valves  used  in  gas  systems. 

The  Safety  Board  supports  a  requirement  that  EFVs  be  capable 
of  closing  within  a  specified  percentage  of  the  manufacturer's 
rated  flow  and  that  this  be  confirmed  through  tests.  RSPA  has 
proposed  10  percent,  and  the  Safety  Board  questions  why  it  selected 
this  value.  The  Safety  Board  is  not  aware  of  any  presently 
manufactured  valve  that  can  meet  this  criterion;  however,  most  EFVs 


'Pipeline  Accident  Report — Lone  Star  Gas   Company,    North 
Richland  Hills,    Texas,    October   4,    1971    (NTSB/PAR-72/3) . 
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can  consistently  meet  a  15  percent  criterion.  RSPA  should  discuss 
with  manufacturers  and  major  users  of  EFVs  a  reasonable  and 
achievable  value  before  establishing  the  performance  criterion. 

4.  RSPA  is  concerned  about  the  operations  of  EFVs.  RSPA's 
concerns  are  the  same  as  those  expressed  in  comments  on  the  advance 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (ANPRM)  by  EFV  non-users:  inadvertent 
closure,  failure  to  reset,  freezing  on  rural  lines,  and  false 
closure  when  system  pressures  are  lower  than  the  minimum  EFV 
operating  pressure.  These  concerns  are  not  based  on  operating 
experience  and  are  not  supported  by  the  experiences  of  EFV  users 
who  have  operated  hundreds  of  thousands  of  EFVs  over  many  years. 
RSPA's  own  report.  Excess  Flow  Valve  Benefit/Cost  Analysis ,  reveals 
that  few  problems  have  been  experienced  using  current  EFV  designs. 
The  instances  of  EFV  false  closures  identified  in  the  RSPA 
analysis,  in  fact,  were  operator  errors. 

In  the  Safety  Board's  review  of  comments  on  the  RSPA  ANPRM 
under  this  docket,  no  false  closures  of  modern  EFV  designs  were 
documented.  The  unintended  EFV  closures  were  traced  to  improperly 
engineered  service  lines,  improper  EFV  installation,  and  improper 
employee  actions.  If  RSPA  can  document  any  false  closures  due  to 
the  EFV  or  its  design,  then  RSPA  should  establish  performance 
criteria  that  will  ensure  that  only  those  valves  that  can  provide 
proper  performance  are  selected  for  use  by  operators. 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  RSPA  should  recognize  the 
decades  of  experience  that  the  East  Ohio  Gas  Company,  the  Bay  State 
Gas  Company,  the  UGI  Corporation,  the  Elizabethtown  Gas  Company, 
and  others  have  in  using  the  more  than  1  million  EFVs  now  in 
service  in  the  United  States. 

5.  EFVs  will  not  be  required  when  an  operator  is  able  to 
demonstrate  from  prior  experience  that  contcuninants  exist  in  the 
gas  system  that  will  cause  a  malfunction  of  the  EFV.  The  Safety 
Board  agrees  that  it  would  not  be  prudent  to  require  that  EFVs  be 
used  in  systems  containing  contaminants  sufficient  to  cause  an  EFV 
malfunction.  However,  based  on  tests  performed  by  the  Institute  of 
Gas  Technology,  the  Gas  Research  Institute,  and  EFV  manufacturers 
and  users,  finding  in  current  natural  gas  systems  the  quantities  of 
contaminants  needed  to  make  current  EFVs  malfunction  would  be 
unusual.  Consequently,  the  Safety  Board  believes  that  RSPA  should 
state  in  its  requirements  the  documentation  necessary  for  a  gas 
operator  to  successfully  claim  an  exemption  from  installing  EFVs. 

6.  Disallow  the  use  of  EFVs  equipped  with  a  bypass  because 
they  may  be  unsafe.  The  only  support  RSPA  cites  in  the  NPRM  for 
its  decision  to  not  allow  bypasses  is  the  scenario  in  which  gas 
service  may  be  restored  unsafely  without  notice  to  the  gas  company 
by  an  excavator  who  damages  a  service  line  that  is  equipped  with  an 
EFV  containing  a  bypass.  RSPA  cited  an  accident  that  occurred  on 
February  4,  1986,  at  Crystal  Springs,  Mississippi,  on  a  commercial 
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service  line.  The  Safety  Board  investigated  the  accident  and  found 
that  the  contractor,  while  excavating  with  a  backhoe,  had  damaged 
a  1/2-inch  plastic  gas  service  line  operating  at  28-psig  pressure. 
The  contractor  repaired  the  damage  without  notice  to  the  gas 
company  by  installing  a  nonapproved  compression  coupling  over  the 
damaged  pipe  segment  and  reburying  the  service  line.  The  plastic 
pipe  subsequently  separated  from  the  nonapproved  compression 
coupling  and  the  escaping  gas  flowed  through  a  sewer  _^line  into  a 
furniture  store,  where  it  ignited  and  exploded. 

The  fact  that  gas  was  escaping  may  have  motivated  the 
contractor  to  immediately  repair  the  failed  service  line  rather 
than  notify  and  wait  for  the  gas  operator  to  repair  it.  Had  an  EFV 
been  on  the  service  line,  the  gas  flow  would  have  immediately 
ceased  rather  than  blowing  under  high  pressure  into  the  area  where 
the  contractor  was  working.  If  the  work  area  had  been  made  safe  by 
the  EFV,  the  contractor  would  have  been  able  to  continue  his  work 
and  might  then  have  been  content  to  call  the  gas  company  to  make 
the  repair  rather  than  attempt  it  himself.  Furthermore,  gas  flow 
to  the  furniture  store  would  have  stopped,  and  this  stoppage  should 
have  prompted  the  store  owner  to  notify  the  gas  company.  The 
Safety  Board  believes  that  a  contractor  who  is  determined  to 
circumvent  the  established  process  can  easily  work  on  a  service 
line  break  whether  or  not  the  service  line  has  an  EFV  and  whether 
or  not  the  EF</  has  a  bypass. 

This  accident  did  not  involve  a  residential  service  line  or  an 
EFV,  nor  does  it  support  RSPA's  position  against  the  use  of  EFVs 
with  bypasses.  By  proposing  to  eliminate  the  use  of  bypasses  in 
EFVs,  RSPA  is  acting  contrary  to  the  collective  experience  and 
wisdom  of  gas  operators  who  have  voluntarily  installed  EFVs  over 
the  years  to  provide  increased  safety  for  their  customers.  RSPA's 
docket  contains  no  comment  by  EFV  users  in  support  of  EFVs  without 
bypasses.  Additionally,  no  accident  has  been  reported  to  RSPA  in 
which  using  the  EFV  bypass  has  caused  or  contributed  to  an 
accident.  The  Safety  Board  urges  RSPA  to  study  the  experiences  of 
EFV  users  and  to  develop  safe,  cost-effective  requirements  on  using 
EFVs. 

The  Safety  Board  recognizes  that  the  bypasses  installed  in 
EFVs  are  not  uniformly  designed.  Some  high-pressure  gas  systems 
may  allow  excessive  quantities  of  gas  to  continue  flowing  after 
some  EFVs  operate.  RSPA  should  address  this  issue  by  limiting  the 
amount  of  flow  through  a  bypass.  Then,  if  a  false  closure  of  an 
EFV  occurs,  the  primary  gas  flow  would  be  shut  off.  However,  the 
bypass  flow  rate  should  not  be  enough  to  operate  equipment  so  the 
affected  custom.er  will  promptly  notify  the  gas  system  operator  of 
the  gas  outage.  RSPA  should  not  prohibit  the  use  of  bypasses 
unless  it  can  substantiate  that  EFVs  with  bypasses  present  an 
unreasonable  risk  to  public  safety  as  compared  to  EFVs  without 
bypasses.  The  Safety  Board  believes  that,  as  written,  RSPA's 
proposal  to  not  allow  bypasses  is  not  supported. 
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7.  RSPA  requested  suggestions  on  EFV  design,  installation,  and 
operational  perfoirmance  standards.  The  Safety  Board  has 
consistently  supported  RSPA's  inclusion  of  EFV  performance 
standards  in  the  Federal  regulations.  Performance  standards  are 
necessary  to  ensure  that  all  EFVs  achieve  the  desired  safety 
benefits  and  to  prohibit  the  use  of  nonconforming  EFVs. 
Consequently,  the  Safety  Board  believes  that  RSPA  should  establish 
EFV  performance  criteria  and  offers  the  following  examples: 

The  valve  must  be  capable  of  functioning  properly 
at  normal  system  pressures. 

The  valve  must  remain  in  the  open  position  when  system 
pressures  are  less  than  the  manufacturer's  rated  minimum 
operating  pressure  and  the  gas  flow  through  the  service 
line  is  less  than  the  maximum  rated  flow  of  the  customer 
service  meter. 

The  valve  must  be  capable  of  operating  correctly  at 
temperatures  the  gas  service  line  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  experience. 

During  tests,  the  valve  should  close  within  a  specified 
percentage  of  the  closure  flow  published  by  the 
manufacturer. 

The  minimum  flow  rate  through  the  valve  at  a  given  inlet 
pressure  that  causes  closure  should  be  at  least  1.5  times 
the  maximum  customer  meter  flow  rate. 

The  maximum  flow  rate  through  the  service  line  (piping, 
fittings,  and  valves)  at  a  specific  inlet  pressure  must 
be  greater  than  the  maximum  closure  flow  rate  of  the  EFV 
at  its  inlet  pressure. 

The  EFV  must  be  installed  in  or  at  the  service/main 
tapping  tee  for  new  installations  and  as  near  the  gas 
main  as  is  economically  feasible  for  replacement  service 
lines. 

The  valve  must  be  capable  of  functioning  properly  when 
rust,  dust,  and  particulate  matter  are  present  in 
quantities  normally  contained  in  correctly  designed  and 
properly  maintained  gas  systems.  r 

Correct  functioning  of  the  valve  should  not  be  impaired 
by  external  variables  such  as  vibration  and  natural 
magnetic  forces. 
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After  valve  closure,  a  valve  equipped  with  an  internal 
bypass  should  be  designed  to  restrict  passage  of  gas 
downstream  to  a  rate  no  greater  than  a  specified 
percentage  of  its  rated  maximum  trip  flow  rate. 

After  valve  closure,  a  valve  not  equipped  with  an 
internal  bypass  should  be  designed  to  restrict  the  flow 
of  gas  downstream  to  no  more  than  0.1  standard  cubic  foot 
per  hour  per  each  inch  of  nominal  valve  diameter." 

Valves  supplied  for  use  in  gas  systems  should  be 
manufactured  in  compliance  with  a  quality  control 
procedure  adequate  to  ensure  that  each  valve  conforms  to 
the  pressure  ratings,  closure  flow  rates,  and,  as 
applicable,  the  bypass  or  positive  closure  requirements. 

The  Safety  Board  appreciates  RSPA's  recent  actions  on 
implementing  the  safety  improvements  that  can  be  achieved  by  using 
EFVs  on  residential  gas  service  lines.  We  urge  RSPA's  continued 
diligence  until  these  improvements  are  realized.  Should  RSPA  have 
questions  about  our  comments,  the  Safety  Board  will  be  pleased  to 
discuss  and  clarify  them. 

Sincerely, 


/a^^^^^^^i^^ 


Carl  W.  Vogt 
Chairman 


Enclosure 
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Accidents  Investigated  by  NTSB 

In  Which  Excess  Flow  Valves  Could 

Have  Substantially  Reduced  Consequences 


Accident 
Date 


2/15/76 

6/19/76 

8/24/75 

12/10/77 

2/6/78 

6/5/79 

5/79 

8/15/79 

10/13/79 

10/24/79 
2/21/80 
9/28/80 
9/30/80 


Location 

Rudolph,  WI 

Enola,  PA 

West  Hartford,  NY 

Tempe,  AZ  " 

Oxon  Hill,  MD 
Detroit,  MI 
Albuquerque,  NM 

Seat  Pleasant,  MD 

Chrisman,  IL 

Stanardsville,  VA 
Cordele,  GA 
Keller,  TX 
Cicaro,  IN 


1/15/81     West  Catasauqua,  PA 


Event 

Pressure 

Coupling 
Pullout 

35  psig 

Outside  Force 
Damage 

52  psig 

Outside  Force 
Damage 

22  psig 

Outside  Force 
Damage 

38  psig 

Vandal  ism 

20  psig 

Vandalism 

Coupling 
Pullout 

38  psig 

Coupl ing 
Pullout 

18  psig 

Backhoe 

Fractured 

Pipe 

28  psig 

Coupling 
Pullout 

15  psig 

Coupling 
Pullout 

22  psig 

Coupl ing 
Pullout 

15  psig 

Trenching 
machine 
fractured 
fitting 

35  psig 

Coupling 
Pullout 

40  psig 

Casualties   Pipe 

1  fatal    Valve  on 
3/4"  steel 

3  fatal    3/4"  steel 
1  fatal    1"  steel 
1  fatal    1  3/4"  P.E. 

6  inj.     3/4"  steel 

1  fatal    7/8"  plastic 

2  fatal    3/4"  steel 

1  inj.     3/4"  steel 
1  fatal    1  1/4"  steel 

13  inj.    1  1/4"  steel 


3  fatal    1"  steel 
5  inj. 

1  fat.     1"  steel 


2  inj.     3/4"  steel 


1  fatal    3/4" ''steel 
4  inj. 


/ 


226 


3/31/81 

Homewood,  AL 

Uprooted  tree 

fractured 

fitting 

11  psig 

5/14/81 

Fond  du  Lac,  WI 

Vehicle  hit 
gas  meter 

60  psig 

6/29/81 

Memphis,  TN 

Coupling 
Pu11out 

17  psig 

8/13/81 

Seattle,  WA 

Outside  force 
damage 

100  psig 

8/14/81 

Harrisburg,  PA 

Vehicle  hit 
gas  meter 

9  psig 

9/11/81 

Bewey,  OH 

Vehicle  hit 
gas  meter 

223  psig 

12/23/81 

Willowick,  OH 

Coupling 
Pull  out 

30  psig 

1/19/82 

Woodmere,  NY 

Pipe  failure 
at  threads 

42  psig 

t/ 18/82 

Thibodaux,  LA 

Pipe  failure 

23  psig 

5/29/82 

Level! and,  TX 

Uncapped  1/2" 
house  pipe 

10/7/82 

Anchorage,  AK 

Drill 
punctured 
service  line 

50  psig 

10/29/82 

Burke,  VA 

Improper 
procedure 

18  psig 

11/15/82 

Conrad,  OK 

Homeowner 
uncoupled 
service  line 

20  psig 

12/24/82 

Council  Bluffs,  lA 

Excessive      34  psig 
stress  fractured 

• 

pipe 

4/6/83 

Oklahoma  City,  OK 

Vehicle  hit 
gas  meter 

36  psig 

V83 

Detroit,  MI 

Backhoe 
fractured 
threaded  pipe 

*None     1  1/4"  steel 


1  inj.     1"  plastic 


2  tatal    3/4"  steel 
5  inj. 


3  inj. 


2  fat. 
8  inj. 


1"  steel 


*None 

3/4"  steel 

1  fat. 

1"  steel 

1  fat. 
1  inj. 

5/8"  copper 

*None 

1  1/4"  steel 

1  fat. 

2  inj. 

1  1/4"  cast 
iron 

2  fat. 
10  inj. 

1/2"  steel 

*None 

5/8"  plastic 

1  fat. 

3/4"  plastic 

1  inj.     1"  steel 


1"  plastic 


*None     1  1/4"  steel 


10  inj.    3/4"  steel 
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10/23/83 

Princeton,  IL 

12/9/83 

Minneapolis,  MN 

12/28/83 

Leeds,  AL 

12/29/83 

Cape  Giradeau,  MO 

8/27/84 

Glendale,  AZ 

2/4/85 

Crystal  Springs,  MS 

9/15/86 

Bellevue,  NE 

10/16/86 

Wausau,  WI 

6/22/87 

Potomac,  MD 

8/19/87 

Staten  Island,  NY 

11/12/87 

Kalkaska,  HI 

1/13/88 

Iron  River,  MI 

3/28/88 

West  Salem,  IL 

11/6/88 

Albequerque,  NM 

11/19/88 

Smithtown,  NY 

Coupling 
Pull  out 

55  psig 

Coupling 
Pull  out 

10  psig 

Vehicle  hit 
gas  meter 

285  psig 

Excessive 
stress 
fractured  pipe 

44  psig 

Pipe  cut  with 
shovel 

40  psig 

Coup! ing 
Pull  out 

28  psig 

Coupling 
Pull  out 

45  psig 

Coupling 
Pull  out 

Excavation 
fractured 

20  psig 

pipe 

Coupling 
Pull  out 

35  psig 

Pipe 

punctured  by 
probe  bar 

54  psig 

Coupling 
Pull  out 

57  psig 

Coupling 
Pullout 

42  psig 

Coupling 
Pullout 

34  psig 

Excavation 
fractured 

50  psig 

pipe 

5  inj. 

1  fat. 
3  inj. 

1  fat. 

2  fat. 

1  fat. 


8  fat. 

1  inj. 

2  fat. 
2  inj. 

1   fat. 

1  inj. 

2  inj. 


1   1/4"  steel 
1   1/8"  plastic 
1"   steel 
1"  steel 

5/8"  plastic 

1"  steel 
1/2"  plastic 
3/4"  steel 


1  fat.     3/4"  steel 
♦None     7/8"  plastic 


20  inj. 

1/2"  cooper 

1  fat. 

3/4"  plastic 

3  inj. 

1  fat. 

steel 

4  inj. 

r 

1  fat. 

3/4"  steel 

11  inj. 
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11/25/88  Kansas  City,  MO 

2/10/89  Oak  Grove,  MO 

2/19/91  Lititz,  PA 

6/5/91  Tulsa,  OK 

12/28/91  Santa  Rosa,  CA 

V92  Rochester,  MI 

1/21/93  Montezuma,  IN 

6/9/93  Wall,  NJ 

6/16/93  Gaithersburg,  MD 


Excessive 

stress 

fractured 

28 

psig 

1  fat 
5  inj 

pipe 

Excessive 

stress 

fractured 

14 

psig 

2  fat 

pipe 

Excavation 
fractured 

50 

psig 

*None 

2  services 

Regulator 
ruptured 

40 

psig 

*None 

Excavation 
separated 
service  pipe 
from  coupling 

50 

psig 

2  fat 

Excavation 

40 

psig 

1  fat 

separated 
service  line 

Excavation 
fractured 
pipe  elbow 
inside  bldg. 
foundation 

1  fat 

Fire  melted     20  psig    2  inj 

plastic  service 

riser 


1  1/4"  steel 


1  1/4"  steel 


1/2"  copper 
3/4"  steel 


1  1/4"  steel 
1/2"  plastic 

1/2"  copper 

3/4"  steel 

2"  plastic 


*  Accident  resulted  in  substantial  property  damage. 
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EXCESS  FLOW  VALVES  RULEMAKING 

Mr.  Price.  The  justifications  indicate  that  a  negotiated  rule- 
making, proposed  by  RSPA,  on  excess  flow  valves  was  not  accept- 
able by  industry.  Does  the  Safety  Board  know  why  the  industry  op- 
posed this  proposal  and  does  the  Safety  Board  agree  with  the  in- 
dustry? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  had  two  representatives  at  the  meeting 
with  RSPA  when  the  pipeline  industry  decided  that  a  negotiated  rulemaking  on  ex- 
cess flow  valves  was  not  acceptable  to  the  industry.  Based  on  the  OPS  description 
of  the  negotiated  regulation  process,  the  staff  believes  that  the  industry  thought  the 
negotiated  rulemaking  process  would  take  too  long,  was  too  bureaucratic  involving 
too  much  red  tape  and  legal  requirements,  had  to  go  before  a  peer  group,  and  was 
too  complicated.  In  addition,  after  going  through  this  process  that  might  take  a  year 
or  two,  there  was  no  assurance  that  RSPA  would  accept  or  act  upon  the  negotiated 
regulations  in  that  it  was  not  binding. 

The  Safety  Board  staff  proposed  at  the  meeting  that  the  groups  work  together  on 
a  consensus  agreement,  and  this  was  agreed  upon,  completed  and  submitted  to 
RSPA  by  December  20,  1993.  RSPA  has  now  indicated  that  they  plan  no  further 
action  prior  to  September  1994. 

EXCESS  FLOW  VALVES 

Mr.  Price.  What  is  the  Safety  Board's  opinion  on  the  alternative, 
consensus  rule  that  has  been  developed  regarding  excess  flow 
valves? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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On  November  9,  1993,  Chairman  Vogt  wrote  to  Mr,  Michael  Baly,  III, 
President  of  the  AGA,  that  the  Safety  Board  supported  the  consensus  rule  as 
follows: 

"As  you  are  aware,  Safety  Board  staff  have  expended 
considerable  time  and  effort  in  an  attempt  to  develop  regulatory 
language  that  would  be  submitted  to  the  Research  and  Special 
Programs  Administration  for  requirements  on  using  excess  flow 
valves  (EFVs).  The  Board  understands  that  the  gas  industry,  EFV 
manufacturers,  and  state  pipeline  safety  and  emergency  response 
representatives  have  now  developed  a  position  that  represents  a 
consensus  among  the  affected  parties. 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  proposed  rule  language  will 
enhance  public  safety  by  ensuring  the  installation  of  nearly  one 
million  EFVs  annually,  a  goal  long  sought  by  this  agency. 

Should  the  parties  go  forward  with  the  proposed  language,  and 
should  the  RSPA  accept  that  language  as  the  basis  for  its  final 
rule,  the  Safety  Board  will  welcome  an  opportunity  to  comment 
favorably  on  the  concepts  contained  in  the  draft  proposed 
language,  consistent  with  our  staff  discussions  with  the  parties. 

Let  me  acknowledge,  once  again,  the  considerable  effort  devoted 
to  this  regulatory  draft.  It  represents  a  significant  step  forward  in 
pipeline  safety." 

Mr.  Baly  (AGA)  responded  to  the  Safety  Board  on  November  1 9,  1 993 
and  asked  us  to  clarify  our  position.    We  responded: 

"Your  letter  of  November  19,  1993,  asks  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board  to  clarify  its  position  on  two  issues 
in  the  Safety  Board  letter  that  is  to  accompany  the  proposal  on 
excess  flow  valves  (EFVs),  which  the  consensus  group  is 
submitting  to  the  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration. 

Concerning  the  first  issue,  which  requires  that  utilities  install  EFVs 
on  all  new  and  renewed  lines,  the  consensus  group  in  developing 
the  proposed  rules  on  using  EFVs  considered  the  appropriateness 
of  installing  EFVs  only  on  single-family,  high-pressure  residential 
service  lines.  The  Safety  Board  believes  that  RSPA  should  not 
require  that  gas  utilities  offer  EFVs  on  service  lines  other  than 
those  identified  in  the  consensus  proposal  unless  further  analyses 
indicate  that  EFVs  can  be  used  safely  and  effectively  in  other 
applications  and  unless  the  performance  conditions  for  their  use 
in  alternate  applications  have  been  verified. 
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Secondly,  the  Safety  Board  has  recognized  inaccuracies  in  the 
RSPA  benefit/cost  study,  including  improper  use  of  leak  repair 
data.  We  agree  with  the  consensus  group  that  RSPA  should 
support  the  American  Gas  Association  and  EFV  manufacturers  in 
their  cooperative  effort  to  collect  EFV  performance  data  for  future 
evaluations. 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  regulatory  proposal  drafted  by 
the  consensus  group  represents  a  significant  effort  toward 
improving  pipeline  safety.  We  urge  the  consensus  group  to 
forward  its  proposal  to  RSPA  as  soon  as  possible  to  assist  the 
agency  in  its  rulemaking  effort." 


232 

NORTHERN  STATES  POWER  PIPELINE  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  an  update  on  your  investigation  of  the 
July  22,  1993,  Northern  States  Power  gas  explosion  in  St.  Paul, 
Minnesota. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  January  1994,  the  laboratory  testing  of  the  pipe  was  completed.  The  testing 
was  delayed  due  to  a  decision  by  Northern  States  Power  not  to  use  Battelle  Labora- 
tories. The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  then  sought  bids  for  the  work,  and 
due  to  the  wide  disparities  in  the  bids,  decided  to  accomplish  the  examination  in 
our  laboratory,  using  experts  from  the  industry  as  parties  to  the  investigation. 
Washington  Gas  Light  allowed  us  to  use  their  facilities  to  conduct  pressure  tests, 
which  we  were  unable  to  conduct  in  our  lab.  The  laboratory  tests  determined  that 
"the  break  (at  the  elbow)  appeared  to  be  produced  by  a  single  overstress  of  a  ductile 
material."  We  plan  to  issue  a  report  on  this  accident  during  the  summer  of  1994. 

OFFICE  OF  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  STAFFING 

Mr.  Price.  You  are  requesting  $9,543  million  and  87  FTEs  for 
the  Office  of  Surface  Transportation  Safety,  a  reduction  of  4  FTEs 
from  the  fiscal  year  1994  level.  In  what  areas  will  the  staff  reduc- 
tions be  made,  and  to  what  extent  will  your  proposed  reduction  in 
staffing  affect  surface  accident  investigations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  proposed  reduction  of  4  FTEs  will  be  achieved  through  attrition,  so  we  do  not 
know  exactly  which  positions  will  be  affected.  However,  we  do  expect  that  most  of 
the  positions  will  come  from  our  investigative  and  technical  positions,  since  these 
constitute  the  majority  of  employees  in  this  area.  Although  we  are  committed  to  in- 
vestigating all  mandated  accidents,  we  will  see  delays  in  issuing  accident  reports, 
a  lessened  ability  to  send  our  employees  to  training,  more  employees  being  "on  call" 
more  often  and  for  longer  periods  of  time,  and  a  lessened  ability  to  followup  on  safe- 
ty recommendations. 

SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  REPORTS 

Mr.  Price.  The  justifications  indicate  that  10  major  accident  in- 
vestigations and  245  field  investigations  will  be  issued  in  fiscal 
year  1994.  How  many  such  reports  have  been  issued  to  date  for 
each  surface  transportation  mode? 

[The  information  follows:] 


The  number  of  reports  issued,  by 
Safety  since  October,  1,  1993,  follow: 

mode, 

in 

the  Office  of  Surface 

Transportation 

Major 

Field 

Highway 

2 
3 
0 

1 

16 

Marine 

2 

Pipeline 

3 

Railroad  

24 

SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  the  three  highest  priority  safety  rec- 
ommendations that  you  have  made  to  each  surface  transportation 
modal  administration  that  remain  in  open  status,  including  the  na- 
ture of  the  recommendation  and  the  date  it  was  first  made. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Federal  Highway  Administration: 

1. 


Recommendation  Number: 

H-90-22 

Date  Issued: 

April  4,  1990 

Status: 

Open-Unacceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FHWA:  Establish  a  demonstration 
project(s)  to  deter  the  use  of  alcohol  and  other  drugs  by  drivers  of  medium  and 
heavy  trucks  that  includes  alcohol  and  other  drug  testing  at  special  roadside 
sobriety  checkpoints,  truck  inspection  lanes,  and  truck  weigh  stations. 


Recommendation  Number: 

H-90-30 

Date  Issued: 

April  4,  1990 

Status: 

Open-Unacceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FHWA:  Revise  49  CFR  Parts  391  and 
395  to  establish  driver  hours  of  service  violations,  logbook  irregularities,  or  the 
presence  of  multiple  logbooks  as  a  reasonable  cause  requiring  a  drug  test  of  the 
driver.  Amend  the  regulations  and  provide  notice  to  drivers  of  these  revised 
regulations. 


Recommendation  Number: 

H-90-28 

Date  Issued: 

April  4,  1990 

Status: 

Open-Unacceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FHWA:  Require  automated/tamper- 
proof  on-board  recording  devices  such  as  tachographs  or  computerized  logs  to 
identify  commercial  truck  drivers  who  exceed  hours  of  service  regulations. 
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National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration: 

1. 


Recommendation  Number: 

H-89-4 

Date  Issued: 

June  5,  1989 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable                | 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  NHTSA:  Incorporate  in  Federal  Motor 
Vehicle  Safety  Standard  302  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Institute  of 
Standards  and  Technology  concerning  the  new  material  acceptance  criteria  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  fire  spread  in  all  buses. 


Recommendation  Number: 

H-89-6 

Date  Issued: 

June  5,  1989 

1  Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  NHTSA:  Revise  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Safety  Standard  301  to  provide  additional  protection  for  school  buses  in  severe 
crash  situations  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the  merits  of  relocating  fuel  tanks, 
providing  additional  structure  to  protect  fuel  system  components,  and  frangible 
valves  in  critical  locations. 


Recommendation  Number: 

1                                            — 
H-92-54 

Date  Issued: 

June  25,  1992 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  NHTSA:  Require  through  a  performance 
standard  the  use  of  antilock  braking  systems  on  all  newly  manufactured 
vehicles  with  airbrake  systems. 
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Federal  Railroad  Administration: 


1  Recommendation  Number: 

R-87-16 

Date  Issued: 

May  19,  1987 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FRA:  Promulgate  Federal  standards  to 
require  that  the  installation  and  operation  of  a  train  control  system  on  mainline 
tracks  which  will  provide  for  positive  separation  of  all  trains. 


Recommendation  Number: 

R-91-25 

Date  Issued: 

September  16,  1991 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FRA:  In  conjunction  with  the 
Association  of  American  Railroads  and  the  Railway  Progress  Institute,  expand 
the  effort  now  being  made  to  develop  &  install  advanced  train  control  systems 
for  the  purpose  of  positive  train  separation. 


Recommendation  Number: 

R-89-80 

Date  Issued: 

February  12,  1989 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  DOT:    Evaluate  present  safety 
standards  for  tank  cars  transporting  hazardous  materials  by  using  safety 
analysis  methods  to  identify  the  unacceptable  levels  of  risk  and  the  degree  of 
risk  from  the  release  of  a  hazardous  material,  and  then  modify  existing 
regulations  to  achieve  an  acceptable  level  of  safety  for  each  product/tank  car 
combination. 


(Recommendation  issued  to  DOT  -  being  implemented  by  the  FRA  and  RSPA 
jointly.) 
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Federal  Transit  Administration: 


Recommendation  Number: 

R-91-33 

Date  Issued: 

August  6,  1991 

1  Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FTA:  Document  and  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  existing  State  oversight  activities  of  rail  rapid  transit  safety  and 
develop  guidelines  for  use  by  State  and  local  governments  that  address  the 
critical  element  of  an  effective  oversight  program. 


1  Recommendation  Number: 

R-91-34 

Date  Issued: 

August  6,  1991 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FTA:  Monitor  safety  oversight  programs 
implemented  by  the  State  and  local  governments  to  determine  that  the 
elements  of  an  effective  program  are  in  place,  that  adequate  financial  resources 
are  available,  and  that  the  mechanism  through  which  the  oversight  is  being 
accomplished  is  appropriate  given  the  nature  of  the  particular  transit  system. 


Recommendation  Number: 

R-91-35 

Date  Issued: 

August  6,  1991 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  FTA:    Use  your  funding  authority  to 
ensure  independent  and  effective  safety  oversight  for  FTA  assisted  systems. 
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Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration: 


1. 


Recommendation  Number: 

P-90-12 

Date  Issued: 

April  20,  1990 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  RSPA:  Require  the  installation  of  excess 
flow  valves  on  new  and  renewed  single-family,  residential  high-pressure  service 
lines  which  have  operating  conditions  compatible  with  the  rated  performance 
parameters  of  at  least  one  model  of  commercially  available  excess  flow  valve. 

2. 


Recommendation  Number: 

P-93-9 

Date  Issued: 

December  15,  1993 

Status: 

Open-Await  Response 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  RSPA:  Develop  safety  requirements  for 
storage  of  highly  volatile  liquids  and  natural  gas  in  underground  facilities, 
including  a  requirement  that  all  pipeline  operators  perform  safety  analyses  of 
new  and  existing  underground  geologic  storage  systems  to  identify  potential 
failures.  Determine  the  likelihood  that  each  failure  will  occur,  and  asses  the 
feasibility  of  reducing  the  risk.  Require  that  operators  incorporate  all  feasible 
improvements. 


Recommendation  Number: 

R-89-80 

Date  Issued: 

February  12,  1989 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  DOT:    Evaluate  present  safety 
standards  for  tank  cars  transporting  hazardous  materials  by  using  safety 
analysis  methods  to  identify  the  unacceptable  levels  of  risk  and  the  degree  of 
risk  from  the  release  of  a  hazardous  material,  and  then  modify  existing 
regulations  to  achieve  an  acceptable  level  of  safety  for  each  product/tank  car 
combination. 


(Recommendation  issued  to  DOT  —  being  implemented  by  the  FRA  and  RSPA 
jointly.) 


238 


United  States  Coast  Guard: 


Recommendation  Number: 

M-85-68 

Date  Issued: 

August  12,  1985 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  USCG:  Seek  legislative  authority  to 
require  the  licensing  of  captains  of  commercial  fishing  vessels,  including  a 
requirement  that  they  demonstrate  minimum  qualification  in  vessel  safety 
including  rules  of  the  road,  vessel  stability,  f irefighting,  watertight  integrity,  and 
the  use  of  lifesaving  equipment. 


Recommendation  Number: 

M-86-1 1 

Date  Issued: 

February  6,  1 986 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  USCG:  Seek  legislative  authority  to 
require  that  stability  tests  be  conducted  and  that  complete  stability  information 
be  provided  to  the  captains  of  commercial  fishing  vessels. 


Recommendation  Number: 

M-92-25 

Date  Issued: 

May  21,  1992 

Status: 

Open-Acceptable 

The  NTSB  recommends  that  the  USCG:  Seek  legislation  that  bases  the 
requirement  for  load  lines  for  fishing,  fish  tender,  and  fish  processing  vessels 
on  the  hazards  and  risks  involved  rather  than  on  such  unrelated  factors  as  the 
fish  processing  methods. 
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SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  RULEMAKING 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  the  surface  rulemaking 
comments  filed  by  the  Safety  Board  similar  to  the  listing  that  were 
made  in  1993. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Summary  of  Responses  to  Proposed  Rulemaking 

SURFACE 

INTERMODAL 

Docket  No.  48513  Limitation  on  Alcohol  Use 

57  FR  59382  (12/15/92)  By  Transportation  Workers 

(4/14/93)  Commented  that  the  current  random  testing  rate  should  be  set  at  the  lowest  rate 

that  will  provide  deterrence  and  that  any  change  in  the  rate  should  be  based  on  credible,  peer- 
reviewed  research  in  the  transportation  industry  or  in  comparable  workplace  settings.    Supported 
the  proposal  to  use  breath  as  the  primary  specimen  and  breath  testing  as  the  primary  method  for  all 
categories  of  employer  alcohol  testing.    Commented  that  the  proposed  rules  are  very  complex  and 
may  be  difficult  for  transportation  industries  and  their  workers  to  understand.    Suggested  that  the 
alcohol  testing  policy  be  consistent  among  all  modes  of  transportation  with  uniformity  in  critical 
areas  such  as  blood  alcohol  concentration  (BAC),  abstinence  prior  to  duty,  sanctions,  and 
postaccident  abstinence.    Implementation  and  enforcement  should  be  tailored  to  the  specific  mode 
of  transportation. 

HIGHWAY 

MC-92-10  Mandatory  Minimum  Training  Requirements 

58  FR  4638  (1/15/93)  for  Operators  of  Longer  Combination  Vehicles 

(3/17/93)  Supported  the  proposal,  which  addresses  NTSB  Safety  Recommendation  H-86-9, 

and  noted  that  the  administration  of  the  program  needed  to  implement  this  rulemaking  should  be 
set  up  for  future  expansion  to  include  the  training  and  testing  of  all  commercial  motor  vehicle 
drivers. 

Docket  No.  HM-183C,  Notice  No.  93-7  Cargo  Tanks;  Miscellaneous  Requirements 

58  FR  12316  (3/3/93) 

(6/1 1/93)  Supported  the  proposal,  but  commented  (1)  that  remote  controls  for  internal  shut- 

off  valves  should  be  required  by  a  specific  date  for  all  MC  331  and  MC  338  cargo  tanks  used  for 
the  transportation  of  any  hazardous  material  and  (2)  that  while  the  proposal  addressed  problems 
associated  with  void  spaces  created  by  closed-section  ring  stiffeners,  the  proposal  did  not  address 
the  configuration  of  other  fixtures,  such  as  upper  couplers,  suspension  subframes,  and  trailer 
support  mountings,  that  could  create  similar  problems. 

Docket  No.  74-09,  Notice  29  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  213, 

58  FR  19792  (4/16/93)  Child  Restraint  Systems 

(6/1 1/93)  Supported  the  proposal  to  warn  drivers/parents  about  the  danger  of  placing  an 

infant  in  a  rear-facing  child  safety  seat  in  the  front  seats  of  vehicles  with  passenger-side  air  bags. 
Also  commented  that  the  Safety  Board  remains  concerned  about  the  incompatibility  between 
certain  child  safety  seats  and  certain  vehicle  seat  locations. 

Exemption  Application  11014-N  Office  of  Hazardous  Materials  Safety; 

58  FR  29250  (5/19/93)  Applications  for  Exemptions 

(6/16/93)  Commented  that  before  granting  an  exemption  to  Hercules,  Inc.,  for  transporting 

organic  peroxides  in  DOT  specification  57  portable  tanks,  the  RSPA  should  evaluate  the  pressure 
relief  systems  installed  on  the  portable  tanks  and  require  that  pressure  relief  systems  be  sufficient 
to  prevent  overpressure  rupture  of  tanks  from  rapid  decomposition  reactions  of  organic  peroxides. 


\ 
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Docket  No.  MC-93-12  Training  for  All  Entry-Level  Drivers 

58  FR  33874  (6/21/93)  of  Commercial  Motor  Vehicles  (CMVs) 

(9/13/93)  Supported  the  proposal  and  recommended  that  the  commercial  driver  license  manual 

include  more  in-depth  instructions  on  driving  in  fog,  rain,  and  snow,  and  the  types  of  hazards  that  a 
driver  might  encounter  in  work  zones.   Also  commented  that  formal  training  should  be  a 
prerequisite  for  licensure  of  all  heavy  vehicle  drivers  and  that  the  testing  requirements  should  be 
included  in  49  CFR  Part  391. 

Docket  HM-200  Hazardous  Materials  In  Intrastate  Commerce 

58  FR  36920  (7/9/93) 

(10/13/93)         Supported  the  proposal  to  require  that  all  interstate  and  intrastate  shippers  and 
carriers  of  hazardous  materials  by  motor  vehicle  comply  with  the  Federal  hazardous  materials 
regulations,  which  already  apply  to  transportation  by  rail  car,  aircraft,  and  vessel.   Also  commented 
that  identification  of  packaging  failures  in  intrastate  commerce,  as  well  as  interstate  commerce,  will 
help  the  DOT  to  better  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  hazardous  materials  packaging  requirements. 


MARINE 

CGD92-045  Recreational  Boating  Safety  Equipment 

57  FR  5741 0(11  /9/92)  Requirements 

12/1/93)  Supported  the  proposal  to  change  a  number  of  Federal  requirements  and  exemptions 

for  carriage  of  personal  flotation  devices  on  recreational  vessels,  which  would  result  in  States  and 
territories  being  permitted  to  enact  boating  laws  that  are  more  stringent  than  the  Federal 
requirements. 

CGD88-079a  Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel  Regulations 

57  FR  48670  (10/27/92) 

(2/24/93)  Supported  the  proposal  concerning  the  stability  of  fishing  vessels  less  than  79  feet 

in  length,  but  noted  five  specific  deficiencies  in  Sections  28.505,  28.520,  and  28.565  of  the 
regulations  and  asked  that  revisions  and  clarifications  be  made. 


PIPELINE 

PS-1 26,  Notice  1  Passage  of  Instrumented  Internal  Inspection 

57  FR  54745  (1 1/20/92)'  Devices 

(2/1/93)  Supported  the  proposal  concerning  in-line  internal  inspection  equipment  (discussed 

in  NTSB  Safety  Recommendations  P-87-6  and  -7),  but  asked  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  to  revise 
the  proposal  so  that  facilities  for  entering  and  removing  in-line  internal  inspection  equipment  are 
required  on  all  pipelines  capable  of  being  traversed  by  such  equipment. 

PS-1 17,  Notice  3  Transportation  of  a  Hazardous  Liquid 

58  FR  12213  (3/3/93)  in  Pipelines  Operating  at  20  Percent  or  Less 

of  Specified  Minimum  Yield  Strength 

(4/28/93)  Supported  the  proposal  to  regulate  all  pipelines  used  to  transport  highly  volatile 

liquids  (HVLs).   Also  supported  regulating  any  pipeline  that  transports  liquid,  regardless  of  the 
operating  stress  level,  across  populated  areas  or  navigable  waterways. 
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PS-118,  Notice  2  Excess  Flow  Valve  Installation 

58  FR  21524  (4/21/93)  on  Service  Lines 

(7/6/93)  Commented  that  the  Safety  Board  is  pleased  that  RSPA  now  recognizes  the  public 

safety  improvements  offered  by  excess  flow  valves  and  urged  RSPA  to  expeditiously  implement  a 
final  rule  on  their  use.   Also  commented  on  specific  issues  relating  to  (1)  local  emergency  agency 
crew  use;  (2)  limits  on  application  of  the  EFV  requirements;  (3)  testing  of  EFVs;  (4)  EFV  operation; 
(5)  EFV  exemption  due  to  gas  system  contaminants;  (6)  disallowing  EFVs  equipped  with  a  bypass, 
and  (7)  EFV  design,  installation,  and  performance  standards. 


" 
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RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING  STAFFING 

Mr.  Price.  How  will  the  proposed  reduction  of  2  FTEs  in  the  ad- 
ministration's fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  for  the  Office  of  Re- 
search and  Engineering  be  absorbed  and  what  impact  will  this  re- 
duction have  on  your  ability  to  conduct  thorough  and  timely  acci- 
dent investigations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  proposed  reduction  of  2  FTEs  will  be  achieved  through  attrition,  so  we  do  not 
know  exactly  which  positions  will  be  affected.  However,  we  do  expect  that  most  of 
the  positions  will  come  from  our  investigative  and  technical  positions,  since  these 
constitute  the  majority  of  employees  in  this  area.  Although  we  are  committed  to  in- 
vestigating all  mandated  accidents,  we  will  see  delays  in  issuing  accident  reports, 
a  lessened  ability  to  send  our  employees  to  training,  more  employees  being  "on  call" 
more  often  and  for  longer  periods  of  time,  and  a  lessened  ability  to  foUowup  on  safe- 
ty recommendations.  In  addition,  the  timeliness  of  our  FDR  readouts  and  materials 
analyses  will  suffer  and  our  involvement  in  other  phases  of  accident  investigtion 
will  be  impacted. 

RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Price.  What  were  the  most  significant  accomplishments  or 
recommendations  made  by  this  office  during  the  past  year? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Some  of  the  major  accomplishments  of  Research  and  Engineering  in  the  past  year 
include: 

Special  investigation  on  safety  issued  related  to  wake  vortex  encounters  during 
visual  approach  to  landing,  with  numerous  safety  recommendations  relating  to  air- 
craft separation; 

Safety  study  of  recreational  boating  safety,  with  recommendations  relating  to 
boating  while  intoxicated  and  use  of  personal  flotation  devices; 

Safety  study  of  flight  crew  errors  in  Part  121  air  carrier  accidents,  with  rec- 
ommendations for  improved  training  and  improved  checklist  procedures; 

Significant  progress  on  safety  study  of  fatigue  in  heavy  truck  accidents; 

Metallurgical  support  to  the  investigation  of  the  Colonial  pipeline  failure  in  Res- 
ton,  Virginia; 

Metallurgical  and  aircraft  performance  analysis  support  to  the  investigation  of  the 
Zwingle,  Iowa  crash  of  an  MU-2  carrying  South  Dakota  Governor  Mickelson; 

Improvements  to  aviation  accident  data  system; 

Modernization  of  Board's  document  achiving  system,  including  conversion  from 
microfiche  to  optical  imaging  technology. 

RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING  WORKLOAD 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  some  specific  workload  data  for  this  of- 
fice, such  as  safety  studies  conducted,  statistical  reports  issued, 
major  accident  investigations  assisted,  et  cetera. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  represents  a  brief  summary  of  the  activity  of  the  Office  of  Research 
of  Engineering  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  so  far  in  fiscal  year  1994: 

Fiscal  year        Fiscal  year 
1993  1994 

Hazardous  materials  investigations 2  1 

Safety  studies/stat.  reviews: 

Completed 

In  progress  

Cockpit  voice  recorders 

Flight  data  recorders 

RR  event  recorders 

Engineering  performance  studies  

Materials  lab.  analyses 


4 

5 

4 

5 

53 

5 

54 

22 

5 

5 

146 

49 

169 

34 

244 


Fiscal  year        Fiscal  year 
1993  1994 


Aviation  data  retrieval  requests  processed  2,450  609 

Public  inquiry  information  requests  processed  7,161  3,479 

ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW  JUDGES 

Mr.  Price.  What  is  the  justification  for  the  proposed  reduction  of 
one  FTE  in  the  Office  of  Administrative  Law  Judges  for  fiscal  year 
1995?  How  will  the  proposed  reduction  affect  the  work  of  this  of- 
fice? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  cut  is  part  of  the  across-the-board  reduction  of  15  FTE  positions  necessary 
to  offset  uncontrollable  and  unfunded  cost  increases  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Assuming 
no  change  in  the  number  of  incoming  cases,  the  loss  of  this  FTE  will  cause  the  back- 
log of  appeal  cases  to  increase  by  approximately  15  to  20  percent  by  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1995. 

administrative  law  judges  staffing 

Mr.  Price.  For  fiscal  year  1994,  Congress  approved  two  new  posi- 
tions— an  attorney  and  clerk — to  handle  new  workload  relating  to 
the  adjudication  of  civil  penalties  assessed  by  the  FAA  against  pi- 
lots and  flight  attendants.  Have  these  positions  been  filled? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Thanks  to  your  support  for  this  year,  the  Safety  Board  has  been  able  to  enhance 
its  appeals  program  over  last  fiscal  year,  despite  sustaining  an  overall  reduction  of 
15  FTEs.  We  were  able  to  increase  the  hours  of  our  part-time  attorneys  and  devote 
additional  clerical  support  to  this  program  These  additional  resources  dedicated  to 
the  appeals  program  have  put  us  in  a  good  position  to  handle  the  expected  influx 
of  civil  penalty  cases. 

A  much  lower  than  expected  number  of  incoming  civil  penalty  appeals  cases  has 
also  helped  in  our  efforts  to  reduce  the  backlog  of  our  certificate  and  license  appeals 
over  the  past  year.  This  time  last  year  we  anticipated  receiving  approximately  60 
civil  penalty  cases  during  fiscal  year  1994.  We  now  expect  to  receive  much  less,  clos- 
ing approximately  10  cases  this  year.  Should  the  activity  pick  up,  our  current  staff 
configuration  should  be  able  to  handle  the  increased  caseload  without  adding  signifi- 
cantly to  the  backlog. 

CIVIL  PENALTY  APPEALS 

Mr.  Price.  What  caseload  for  civil  penalty  appeals  do  you  esti- 
mate for  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Civil  penalty  appeals 

FY  1994  projected  13 

FY  1995  projected  15 

EMERGENCY  APPEALS 

Mr.  Price.  The  0MB  justifications  indicate  that  an  "increase  in 
emergency  appeals  has  caused  a  backlog  of  nonemergency  appeal 
actions  at  the  Board."  Where  do  you  stand  in  processing  backlogged 
appeals? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Backlog  cases  "non- 
emergency" 

FY  1993  (actual)  213 

FY  1994  (estimate)  218 

FY  1995  (estimate)  263 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW  JUDGES  WORKLOAD 

Mr.  Price.  Please  insert  in  the  record  workload  data  for  fiscal 
years  1993  and  1994  and  projected  for  fiscal  year  1995  for  emer- 
gency and  nonemergency  appeals  filed  with  the  Safety  Board. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Emergenc,  appeals         Non-emerge^nc,  ap- 


1993  184  460 

1994  200  445 

1995  220 425 

DISPOSITION  OF  APPEALS 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  tables  similar  to  those  on  pages  281- 
282  of  last  year's  hearing  record  showing  the  disposition  of  appeals 
cases. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DISPOSITION  OF  CASES  APPEALED  TO  THE  FULL  BOARD 
{Ruling  on  Judge's  Decision) 


Cases 


Appealed 

Affirmed 

Dismissed_ 

Modified 

Remanded 

Reversed 


1987 


1988   1989   1990   1991 


1992 


1993   1994  1/ 


203 

176 

251 

197 

214 

186 

174 

60 

87 

42 

50 

62 

57 

109 

71 

44 

70 

47 

94 

85 

80 

61 

56 

27 

17 

20 

15 

13 

23 

26 

7 

11 

3 

2 

2 

7 

8 

5 

3 

2 

6 

11 

11 

7 

8 

32 

7 

10 

1/  October  1,  1993  through  February  28,  1994  (Actual) 


DISPOSITION  OF  THE  FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION'S  ORDERS  BY  THE  SAFETY 

BOARD  ADMINISTRATIVE  JUDGES 


1987 

1988 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994  1/ 


Fiscal  Year 


Af- 

Modi 

firmed 

fied 

45 

31 

145 

99 

184 

149 

184 

131 

149 

88 

157 

67 

119 

56 

43 

18 

Re- 
versed^ 

32 
36 

76 
54 
54 
36 

41 
14 


1/  October  1,  1993  through  February  28,  1994  (Actual) 
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OFFICE  OF  ADMINISTRATION  STAFFING 

Mr.  Price.  You  are  requesting  $1,830  million  and  24  FTEs  for 
the  Office  of  Administration,  a  reduction  of  one  FTE  from  the  fiscal 
year  1994  level.  In  what  area  will  the  staff  reduction  be  made? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  proposed  reduction  of  1  FTE  will  be  achieved  through  attrition,  so  we  do  not 
know  exactly  which  area  will  be  affected. 

SAFETY  BOARD  EFFICIENCY 

Mr.  Price.  What  efforts  have  been  made  in  the  past  year  to  im- 
prove the  efficiency  with  which  the  Safety  Board  operates? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Dviring  the  past  year  the  Safety  Board  has  implemented  a  significant  number  of 
management  improvements  to  increase  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  its  oper- 
ations. 

The  first  step  the  Board  took  to  fiui;her  improve  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness 
of  our  operations  was  to  streamline  the  Safety  Board  organization  so  that  managers 
are  more  accountable  for  the  functions  and  have  all  the  resources  under  their  con- 
trol to  complete  their  end  products. 

A  second  step  was  to  further  decentralize  the  decision-making  responsibilities:,  in- 
cluding budget  authority,  from  top  management  to  the  divisions  and  regional  offices. 

A  third  step  we  took  was  to  enhance  the  development  of  mission  statements,  and 
goals  and  objectives  for  each  organization  at  the  Board.  The  objectives  include  spe- 
cific measures  of  quality,  quantity,  and  timeliness  of  all  Board  workload  products, 
such  as  safety  recommendations,  accident  investigation  reports  and  safety  studies. 
Periodic  meetings  are  held  to  assess  progress  in  accomplishing  these  goals  and  ob- 
jectives. In  addition,  the  goals  and  objectives  are  updated  annually  to  assure  that 
we  are  continually  improving  our  effectiveness  and  efficiency. 

The  Safety  Board  also  has  used  technology  and  other  management  improvements 
to  obtain  the  greatest  productivity  from  our  limited  staff  and  avoid  staff  increases. 
The  Board  has  invested  heavily  in  automation.  Almost  every  employee  at  the  Board 
has  a  computer  on  their  desk,  and  many  employees  use  laptop  computers  when 
travelling  or  on  accident  investigations.  We  have  installed  a  new  technology  local 
area  network  to  connect  all  of  our  computers  and  enable  the  transfer  of  information 
between  all  employees  including  the  regional  office  staffs.  Our  most  recent  techno- 
logical improvement  has  been  the  installation  of  optical  imaging  equipment  to  allow 
our  investigative  staffs  to  develop  their  reports,  which  include  pictures  and  graphics, 
without  the  transfer  of  paper.  Additionally,  we  also  share  technology  with  the  agen- 
cies in  the  Department  of  Transportation  with  which  we  primarily  interface:  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  Federal  Railroad  Administration,  National  Highway  Traf- 
fic Safety  Administration,  and  United  States  Coast  Guard. 

The  Safety  Board  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  efforts  to  make  government  more 
responsive,  effective  and  efficient  in  the  past  and  we  will  continue  to  seek  out  inno- 
vative approaches  in  the  future. 

NTSB  ORGANIZATIONAL  CHANGES 

Mr.  Price.  Please  describe  any  organizational  changes  you  have 
made  in  the  past  year  and  indicate  the  rationale  for  the  change. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Below  is  a  copy  of  a  September  1,  1993,  letter  to  the  Committee  concerning  the 
consolidation  of  the  Budget  and  Financial  Policy  Office  under  the  Board's  PoUcy  and 
Direction  program  area.  No  accident  investigation-related  functions  were  affected. 
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National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

Washington,  DC.  20594 

September  1,  1993 


Office  of  the  Chairman 

Honorable  Bob  Carr 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

and  Related  Agencies 
Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.    20515 


Dear  Chairman  Carr: 


In  accordance  with  the  Committee's  request  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1 994  House  Report 
that  it  be  advised  of  any  deviations  from  the  staff  year  allocations  or  deviations  by  more 
than  5  percent  from  the  funding  allocations,  the  following  information  is  provided: 

The  Board's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  reflects  the  results  of  an  internal 
transfer  of  the  budget,  Financial  policy,  and  procurement  functions  between  two  Safety 
Board  organizations,  the  net  result  of  which  was  to  increase  the  staff  year  allocations  for 
Policy  and  Direction  from  45  to  51  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  positions  and  to  reduce  the 
staff  year  allocations  for  the  Office  of  Administration  from  28  to  22.  A  corresponding 
change  in  dollars  also  is  reflected. 

This  transfer,  facilitated  the  consolidation  of  Budget  and  Financial  Policy  under  the 
Board's  Policy  and  Direction  program  area.  No  accident  investigation-related  functions 
were  affected. 

Enclosed  is  a  table  showing  the  difference  between  the  FY  94  dollars  and  FTE 
shown  in  the  Committee's  Report  and  those  reflected  in  the  Board's  FY  95  request  to  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 


Sincerely, 


Carl  W.  Vogt 
Chairman 


Enclosure 

cc:       Honorable  Frank  R.  Wolf 

Ranking  Republican  Member 
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FY  94  ESTIMATE  IN  THE  FY  95  OMB  REQUEST 
VS. 
FY94  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  REPORT 


POLICY  &  DIRECTION 


COMMITTEE  OMB  REQUEST  %CHA 

FTE  DOLLARS  *  FTE       DOLLARS  FTE   DOLLARS 

45  $5,282,000         51       $5,793,000        13.3%  9.7% 


AVIATION  SAFETY 

127 

$13,286,000 

127 

$12,971,000 

0.0% 

-2.4% 

SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION 

90 

$9,433,000 

90 

$9,525,000 

0.0% 

1.0% 

RESEARCH  &  ENGINEERING 

47 

$4,815,000 

47 

$5,044,000 

0.0% 

4.8% 

ADMINISTRATION 

28 

$2,581,000 

22 

$2,147,000 

-21.4% 

-16.8% 

ADMINISTRATIVE  LA.W  JUDGES 

13 

$1,708,000 

13 

$1,625,000 

0.0% 

-4.9% 

TOTAL 


350        $37,105,000       350   $37,105,000  0.0% 


0.0% 


*      ACCOUNT-WIDE  COMMITTEE  DOLLAR  ADJUSTMENTS  ($132,000)  ARE  PRO-RATED  TO 
EACH  PROGRAM  AREA. 
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TRANSIT  SUBSIDY  PROGRAM 

Mr,  Price.  What  are  the  amounts  budgeted  for  the  transit  sub- 
sidy program  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  both  1994  and  1995  there  is  $36,140  budgeted  for  the  transit  subsidy  program. 
The  subsidy  amount  per  employee  is  $21. 

STAFF  TRAINING 

Mr.  Price.  What  amounts  are  budgeted  for  staff  training  in  fiscal 
years  1994  and  1995? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Amounts  budgeted  for  training  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995  are  $780,000  and 
$769,000  respectively. 

TRAINING  COURSES 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  list  of  the  training 
courses  attended  by  your  investigative  staff  during  1993,  including 
attendees'  position,  course  and  time. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OFFICE  OF  AVIATION  SAFETY 
1993  TRAINING  ATTENDED  BY  TECHNICAL  STAFF 


Position 

Director 
Aviation 
Safety 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 

Deputy 
Director 
Aviation  Safety 

(1) 

Trans .  Safety 
Specialist 

(1) 

Training  Course  Hours 

Organizational  Theory  and  Behavior 
Administrative  Political  Functions 
Crisis  Response  Training  40 

Rehabilitate/Remove  Problem  Employee     8 


Pilot  Proficiency  Training  32 


(1)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors    4  0 


Chief  Regional 
Ops .  General 
Aviation  Div. 


(1)  Pilot  Proficiency  Training 

(1)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors 

(1)  Technical  Writing 


32 

40 
16 


Chief,  Major 

Investigation 

Div. 


(1)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors    40 
(1)  Technical  Person  in  Leadership  Role       7 


Deputh  Chief 
Major  Invest. 


Chief 

Survival  Factors 

Div. 


(1)  Leadership  and  Management  Training 

(1)  Common  Sense  Supervision 

(1)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors 

(1)  Management  Problems  of  Tech  Person 

(1)  Equal  Opportunity  Training 

(1)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors 

(1)  Mgmt.  Technical  Person  in  Leadership 


40 

32 

40 

7 

8 

40 
8 


Chief  Human 
Performance  Div. 


Chief  Aviation 

Engineering 

Division 

Deputy  Chief 

Aviation 

Engineering 


(1)   Common  Sense  Supervision 
(1)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors 
(1)  Rehabilitate/Remove  Problem  Employee 

(1)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors 
(1)  Composite  Materials 


(1)  leadership  and  Management  Training 


40 

40 

8 

40 
40 


40 


Aerospace 
Engineer 


(1)  Instrument  Ground  School 


24 


(2) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

chief  Operational 

Factors  Division 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

Deputy  Chief 

(1) 

Operational 

Factors 
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Leadership  and  Management  Training  36 

Fire  Protection/Mishap  Course  40 

Post  Blast  Investigators  Course  40 

Composite  Materials  Course  40 

Basic  Crash  Survival  Investigation  80 

Reinventing  the  Government  16 

Engineering,  Materials,  Maintenance  24 

ATR-42  Line  Maint .  Familiarization  80 

Boeing  Familiarization  Course  40 

Airplane  Preliminary  Design  40 

Aircarrier  Maint.  and  Engineering  40 

Technical  Writing/Ethics  24 

Proficiency  Flight  Training  40 


Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors  40 

Pilot  Proficiency  Training  32 

Aviation  Psychology  21 

Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors  40 


Meteorologist      (2)  Aviation  Weather  Systems  40 

Regional  Director  (1)  Windows  Training  4 

(2)  Dbase  IV  8 

(1)  PC  Expo  24 

(1)  WordPerfect  for  Windows  6 

(1)  Adult  CPR  4 

(1)  Overcoming  Adversity  4 

(1)  Leadership/Management  Training  40 

(1)  Pilot  Proficiency  Training  40 

(5)  Interpersonal  Skills  Training  40 

(1)  Advanced  WordPerfect  4 

(2)  Imaging  Training  24 
(1)  Regional  Office  Admin  Training  24 
(1)  Rehabilitate/Remove  Problem  Emp .  8 
(1)  Windows  3.1  Support  16 
(1)  Technical  Writing/Ethics  24 

Field  Chief        (1)  WordPerfect  for  Windows  8 

(1)  Intro  to  MS  DOS  8 

(3)  Interpersonal  Skills  Training  40 
(1)  Project  Management  Negotiations  24 

(1)  Conflict  Management  16 

(2)  Pilot  Proficiency  Training  40 
(1)  Advanced  Aircraft  Accident  Course  40 
(1)  Overcoming  Adversity  4 


Supervisory        (2)  Bloodborne  Pathogen  Standards  3 

Air  Safety         (1)  Composite  Materials  Course  32 

Investigator       (2)  Pilot  Proficiency  Training  40 

(1)  Accident  Prevention/Investigation  80 

(2)  Aircraft  Deicing  8 
(5)  Interpersonal  Skills  for  Supervisors  40 
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Air  Safety- 
Investigator 


(1) 

(1) 

(4) 

(1) 

(2) 

(12) 

(11) 

(1) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(3) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(2) 

(2) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(3) 

(2) 

(2) 

(1) 

(3) 

(2) 

(3) 

(1) 

(3) 

(1) 

(2) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(7) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(5) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

Technical  Writing/Ethics  24 

How  to  Manage  Projects,  Deadlines         8 


WordPerfect  for  Windows  6 

Intro  to  MS  DOS  8 

Dbase  IV  Intermediate  Training  8 

Pilot  Proficiency  Training  40 

Supervisory  Development  Program  100 

Air  Carrier  Indoctrination  104 

Air  Carrier  Familiarization  40 

Saab  Aircraft  Indoctrination  40 

Boeing  Systems  Familiarization  40 

Adult  CPR  4 

FAA  Rotorcraft  Accident  Invest.  64 

Air  Transport  Engineering  Maint .  19 

3  5  mm  Camera  Operations  10 

Basic  Accident  Investigation  9S 

Equal  Opportunity  Training  8 

use  Professional  Development  88 

Corel  Draw  user  conference  24 

Critical  writing  skills  workshop  24 

Leadership  and  Management  workshop  40 

Reinventing  the  Government  8 

Interpersonal  skills  for  supervisor  40 

Workforce  writing  course  20 

Presentation  techniques  7 

Testing  of  infant  restraints  24 

Communications  training  8 

Aviation  Emergency  Response  School  16 

Aircraft  Deicing  8 

Paperless  office  project  training  24 

Aviation  Maintenance  conference  16 

Powerful  Communications  Skills  8 

Speed  Writing  36 

Composite  Materials  Course  24 

Fire  and  Explosion  Investigations  40 

Advanced  Powerplant  training  24  0 

Aviation  Maintenance  Technician  250 

Advanced  Aircraft  Accident  Invest.  40 

Imaging  Training  16 

Certified  Flight  Instructor  Refresh  24 

Reciprocating  Engine  Service  School  32 

Computer  System  Admin  Training  16 

Technical  Writing/Ethics  24 

Travel  Management,  Travel  Vouchers  16 

Technical  Person  in  Leadership  Role  8 

Rotorcraft  Safety  Accident  Invest.  64 
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Position 


OFFICE  OF  RESEARCH  &  ENGINEERING 
1993  Training  Attended  by  Technical  Staff 

Training  Course 


301 


Hours 


Aerospace  Engineer  (DFDR) 
Aerospace  Engineer  (DFDR) 
Aerospace  Engineer  (Perf) 
Aerospace  Engineer  (Perf) 
Aerospace  Engineer  (Perf) 
Chief,  Analysis  &  Data  Div. 
Chief,  Analysis  &  Data  Div. 
Chief,  Analysis  &  Data  Div. 
Chief,  Haz.  Mat.  Div. 
Chief,  Haz.  Mat.  Div. 
Chief,  Materials  Lab  Div. 
Chief,  Safety  Studies  Div. 
Chief,  Safety  Studies  Div. 
Chief,  Vehicle  Perf.  Div. 
Computer  Prog.  Analyst 
Computer  Systems  Analyst 
Computer  Systems  Analyst 
Computer  Systems  Analyst 
Deputy  Director 
Electronics  Engr.  (CVR) 
Electronics  Engr.  (CVR) 
Engineering  Technician 
Engineering  Technician 
Haz.  Mat.  Accident  Invest. 
Haz.  Mat.  Accident  Invest. 
Materials  Engineer 
Materials  Engineer 
Materials  Engineer 
Metallurgist 
NRS  (Chemistry) 
NRS  (Chemistry) 
NRS  Aerospace  Eng.  (Perf.) 
NRS  Electronics  Engr.  (CVR) 
NRS  Electronics  Engr.  (CVR) 
Phy.  Science  Tech.  (Met.) 
Sr.  Computer  Spec. 
Sr.  Computer  Spec. 
Sr.  Computer  Spec. 
TSS 
TSS 
TSS  (2) 
TSS 
TSS 
TSS 
TSS  (Failure  Analysis) 


ARC/lnfo.  Using  Grid  40 

Intro,  to  ARC/lnfo.  Training  40 

DFDR  Sundstrand  24 

Principles  of  Flight  Test  40 

Private  Pilot  Ground  School  17 

PC/Windows  Training  4 

Interpersonal  Skills  Trng.  for  Sup.  40 

Manager's  Role  as  Coach  6 

HazMat  Risk  Analysis  32 

Interpersonal  Skills  Trng.  for  Sup.  40 

Interpersonal  Skills  Trng.  for  Sup.  40 

Interpersonal  Skills  Trng.  for  Sup.  40 

Truck  Driver  Fatigue  Study  Training  8 
Mgmt.  Prog,  of  Tech.  Person  in  Leader.  Role        8 

VAX  Rdb/VMS  Design  40 

Learing  Tree  Windows  Programming  32 

Microsoft  Windows  1  5 

C+  programming  32 

Comtemp.  Executive  Develop.  68 

Speech  Recog.:  Fund.  Cone. /Algorithm  16 

Custom  WAVES  Training  16 

ARC/lnfo.  Grid  Training  40 

Local;  Intro,  to  ARC/lnfo.  40 

HazMat  Distribution  Risk  Mgmt.  16 

Management  skills  development  40 

Composite  failure  analysis  course  16 

Technical  Writing  18 

Fundamentals  of  Nondestructive  Test.  40 

Fatigue  Fracture  Mech. /Damage  Tol.  40 

Society  of  Forensic  Tox.  40 

Interagency  Thermocomposite  Wkshp  24 

Principles  of  Flight  Test  40 

Speech  Recog.:  Fund.  Cone. /Algorithm  16 

Custom  WAVES  Training  1  6 

Training  at  manufacturer  (Boeing)  40 

VMS  System  &  Network  Mgmt.  I/II/III  120 

Pathworks  Internals  40 

Implementing  Pathworks  40 

Dialog  Info.  Service  Trng.  8 

Aviation  accident  investigation  96 

Presenting  Data  and  Information  16 

SPSS  training  24 

Internet  Training  3 

Truck  Driver  Fatigue  Study  Training  8 

Composite  failure  analysis  course  16 
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OFFICE  OF  SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY 
1993  Training  Attended  by  Technical  Staff 


Position 

Director,  Surface  Transportation 

Deputy  Director 

Executive  Assistant 
Ace.  Invest.  (Trainee) 

Chief,  Human  Performance  Div. 


Human  Performance  Invests. 


Chief,  Survival  Factors  Div. 


Survival  Factors  Investigator 


Training  Course 


Hours 


Teambuilding 

24 

Role  Clarification 

8 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

Teambuilding 

24 

Role  Clarification 

8 

Events  &  Causal  Factor/MORT 

80 

At  Scene  Traffic  Ace.  Invest. 

80 

Basic  Concepts  of  Data  Processing 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills 

40 

Teambuilding 

24 

Role  Clarification 

8 

DOS  Pathworks 

4 

Windows 

4 

ICAO  Human  Factors  Workshop 

8 

Airbag  Training 

4 

Transportation  Research  Board 

4 

Writing  Course 

16 

ISlbA  Briefmg 

4 

Presentation  Skills  Course 

8 

Ethics  Training 

4 

Vessel  Resource  Mgmt 

36 

(2) 

Bridge  Resource  Mgmt 

(1) 

Human  Factors  Engineering 

(1) 

Briefmg  Techniques 

24 

(1) 

Tap  Root  Invest.  &  Cause  Analysis 

16 

(2) 

Ship  Operations 

(1) 

Locomotive  Engineering 

(3) 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

40 

(2) 

ISTEA  Briefing 

4 

Teambuilding 

24 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills 

40 

Role  Clarification 

8 

Tech.  Writing  Workshop 

24 

Deal  with  Difficult  People 

8 

(2) 

Phase  1 1  «idership  &  Mgmt 

36 

(2) 

DOS  Windows  and  Pathwork 

16 

(1) 

Hwy  Accident  Reconstruction 

24 

(2) 

Lower  Extremity  Vehicular  Crashes 

16 

(7) 

WordPerfect  for  Windows  5.2 

56 
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Chief,  Railroad  Division 


Chief,  RR  Majors  Branch 


RR  Regional  Directors 


RR  Accident  Investigators 


(1)  Injury  Scaling;  Uses  &  Techniques  16 

(1)  Advanced  WordPerfect  for  Windows  16 

(1)  Paradox  Training  16 

(2)  Events  &  Causal  Factor/MORT  80 
(1)  Advanced  Paradox  Training  16 
(1)  Inland  Oil  Spill  Control  40 
(1)  National  Search  &  Rescue  120 
(1)  Advanced  Accident  Investigation  40 
(1)   Investigative  Report  Writing  24 

(5)  Emergency  Response  Procedures  15 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt  36 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills  40 

Teambuilding  24 

Strategic  Planning  32 
Report  Writing  g 

Test  Run  X-2000  8 

Basic  Signal  Operations  8 

Role  Clarification  8 

EEO  Training  8 

Basic  Signal  Operations  8 

Advanced  Accident  Invest.  16 
Advanced  WordPerfect-  8 

Coaching  &  Teambuilding  for  Mgrs 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills  40 

Events  &  Causal  Factor/MORT  80 
DOT/FRA  Workshop  on  Track  Safety  32 

AAR  Vehicle  Track  Systems  Program  16 

Amtrak/Bombardier  Equipmt  BIdg  Inspect.    16 

Strategic  Planning  32 

(1)     Mgmt  Skills  for  1st  Line  Supervisors  24 
(1)    DOT/FRA  Advanced  NPR  Workshop  16 

(1)     Natl  Ops  Lifesaver  &  Public  Awareness  16 

(1)    Basic  First  Aid  and  CPR  4 

(3)     Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills  40 

(3)     Strategic  Planning  40 

(6)  Strategic  Planning  40 

(1)  Basic  First  Aid  and  CPR  4 

(2)  Basic  Signal  Control  30 
(1)  Power  Brake  Law  NPRM  48 
(1)  Phase  1  Leadership  &  Mgmt  36 
(1)     RR  Tracks-Design,  Anal  &  Maint  40 

(1)  Burlington  RR  School  8 

(2)  Test  Run  X-2000  8 
(5)     WordPerfect  5.2  8 

(3)  Report  Writing  8 
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Quality  Assur.  Specialist 


RR  Recommendation  Specialist  (TSS) 
Chief,  Highway  Division 

Chief,  HWY  Majors  Branch 

Chief,  HWY  Tech.  Services  Branch 
HWY  Regional  Directors 

HWY  Accident  Investigator 


TSS  (Heavy  Vehicle) 


(1) 

Travlin  Presentation  Skills 

8 

(1) 

Safety  Recs  Norfolk  So.  RR 

8 

(1) 

Party  System  Brotherhood  of  Loco.  Engs 

8 

(1) 

Comtemp.  Issues  in  Ijirge  Organ. 

(1) 

Organization  Roles 

(1) 

Consulting  &  Communication 

Test  Run  X-2000 

8 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

TNAT 

8 

Strategic  Planning 

32 

Accident  Investigation 

40 

RR  Interlocking  Signals  Class 

16 

FRA  Instructions  on  Data  &  Maps 

16 

WordPerfect 

32 

Bayview  RR  Yard 

8 

BART  -  Test  Run  Blue  Line 

24 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

Teambuilding 

24 

Contemporary  Exec.  Dev. 

Role  Clahncation 

8 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills 

40 

Effective  Exec.  Speaking 

24 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills 

40 

Effective  Exec.  Speaking 

24 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills 

40 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

( ) 

Adv.  Comm.  Veh.  Ace.  Invest.  &  Reconst. 

40 

(2) 

Suprvy  Interpersonal  Skills 

40 

(2) 

Phase  n  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

(2) 

Events  &  Causal  Factor/MORT 

40 

(4) 

Adv.  Comm.  Veh.  Ace.  Invest.  &  Reconst. 

40 

(1) 

Events  &  Causal  Factor/MORT 

80 

(6) 

Report  Writing  for  Supervisors 

24 

(4) 

Quattro  Pro 

16 

(5) 

Project  Management 

24 

(11) 

Technical  Writing 

20 

(1) 

Basic  Program  of  Kinesic  Interview 

40 

(4) 

Heavy  Vehicle  Accident  Investigation 

40 

(23) 

Intro  to  Windows  3.1 

8 

(1) 

Developing  I  «adership  Skills 

24 

(18) 

Grade  Crossing  Collision  Investigation 

40 

(2) 

Advanced  Interview  Training 

40 

(20) 

Teambuilding 

40 

Adv.  Comm.  Veh.  Ace.  Invest.  &  Reconst. 

40 

120 
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TSS  (HWY/Pipeline) 

Chief,  Marine  Division 

Chief,  Major  Marine   Invest.    Br. 


Chief,  Marine  Technical  Branch 


National  Resource  Spec.  (Marine) 
Marine  Ace.  Investigator 


Acting  Chief,  Pipeline  Division 


National  Resource  Specialist 


Petroleum  Engineer 


Inti-o  to  DBase  IV 

Intermediate  DBase  IV 
Strategies  for  Dev.  Effect.  Presentations 
Intro  to  WordPerfect  for  Windows 


24 


Partners  for  Effectiveness 

3( 

Supervising  Employee  Performance 

24 

Advanced  Ace.  Invest.  School 

32 

Ethics 

4 

WordPerfect  5.0 

8 

Report  Writing 

24 

The  Art  of  Interviewing 

4 

Writing  Tutorials 

4 

Supervising  Employee  Performance 

24 

Report  Writing  for  Managers 

24 

Partners  for  Effectiveness 

24 

Phase  n  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

Phase  n  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

(1) 

Chemical  Tanker  Safety 

40 

(2) 

WordPerfect  for  Windows  5.2 

4 

() 

Ethics 

4 

(1) 

Events  &  Causal  Factor/MORT 

40 

(1) 

Phase  I  Leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

(1) 

Phase  n  leadership  &  Mgmt 

36 

(  2  )   Bridge  Resource  Mgmt 

40 

(1) 

Partners  for  Effectiveness 

36 

(1) 

Supervising  Employee  Performance 

24 

(1) 

Intro  to  Supervision    for  Small  Agency 

16 

(1) 

Ethics  Training 

3 

(1) 

Writing  for  Managers 

16 

(1) 

Advanced  Surface  Accident  Invest. 

32 

(1) 

Advanced  WordPerfect  for  Windows 

6 

(1) 

Advanced  Windows 

12 

(1) 

IGT  Emergency  Preparedness 

24 

(1) 

Computer  Pathworks,  DOS  &  Windows 

3 

(1) 

Ethics  Training 

3 

(1) 

EEO  Training 

2 

(2) 

Advanced  Accident  Investigation 

32 

(1) 

Windows 

8 

(2) 

WordPerfect 

8 

(1) 

Typing 

80 

(2) 

Computer  Pathworks,  DOS  &  Windows 

3 

(2) 

Ethics  Training 

3 

(I) 

Pressure  Reg.  &  Overpressure  Protect. 

36 

(2) 

Communications  Workshop 

8 
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DRUG  TESTING  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Price.  What  have  been  the  results  of  the  Safety  Board's  drug 
testing  program? 
[The  information  follows:] 

On  March  8,  1991,  the  Safety  Board's  drug  testing  plan  was  forwarded  to  the  De- 
partment of  Health  and  Human  Services  (HHS).  The  plan  has  been  reviewed  by  the 
Office  of  Personnel  Management,  and  the  Departments  of  Justice  and  HHS,  and 
HHS  recommended  revisions  to  ihe  Board's  plan  on  March  25,  1994.  We  expect  a 
revised  plan  to  be  forwarded  to  HHS  and  certified  in  the  near  future.  The  program 
will  be  implemented  in  FY  1995,  assuming  certification. 

COST  OF  LIVING/LOCALITY  PAY 

Mr.  Price.  NTSB  is  requesting  $26,848  million  for  personnel 
compensation  and  benefits  in  fiscal  year  1995.  What  assumptions 
were  made  regarding  cost  of  living  and  locality  pay? 

[Tlie  information  follows:] 

The  requested  funds  will  cover  the  fiscal  year  1995  effect  of  the  fiscal  year  1994 
locality  pay  raise,  and  the  fiscal  year  combined  general  and  locality  pay  increases 
of  1.6  percent. 

attrition  rate 

Mr.  Price.  Last  year,  the  Safety  Board  indicated  that  its  attri- 
tion rate  in  fiscal  year  1992  was  12  percent.  What  was  the  rate  of 
attrition  in  1993? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Last  year  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  indicated  that  the  attritution 
rate  for  1991  was  12  percent,  and  that  the  attrition  rate  for  1992  was  9  percent. 
The  Safety  Board's  attrition  rate  in  1993  was  8  percent. 

OTHER  services 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1995 
request  of  $1,575  million  for  "Other  Services". 
[The  information  follows:] 
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Accident  investigation/hearing  services  $86,000 

Training  tuition/fees  423,000 

Working  capital  fund 24,000 

EquipmentA)uilding  maintenance  197,000 

Building  security 159,000 

Court  reporting  191,000 

Miscellaneous  495,000 

Total 1,575,000 

EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Price.  Also  please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  Safety  Board's 
request  for  $345,000  for  "Equipment"  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
[The  information  follows:! 

Equipment 
[Dollars  in  thousands]  Fiscal  year  1995 

Object  class  description:  request 

Office  equipment $65 

Investigative  equipment 106 

Laboratory  equipment  174 

Total  equipment 345 

COMMUNICATIONS  AND  UTILITIES 

Mr.  Price.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1995 
request  for  "communications  and  utilities"  by  categories  that  in- 
clude local  telephone,  long  distance  telephone,  mail,  copier  rental, 
courier  service,  et  cetera. 

[The  information  follows:] 

[Dollars  in  thousands] 

Accident  investigation  5 

Office  space 5,115 

Parking  space  200 

Telephones/communications 640 

Mail  199 

Equipment  rental  1 

Total  6,160 

SLOT  ALLOCATION  SYSTEM 

Mr.  DURBIN.  The  FAA  has  undertaken  a  review  of  slot  system  at 
high  density  airports  such  as  Chicago  O'Hare.  Some  have  sug- 
gested that  slot  restrictions  are  no  longer  necessary  due  to  im- 
provements in  the  air  traffic  control  system. 

Does  NTSB  believe  the  slot  allocation  system  is  still  necessary  to 
maintain  an  adequate  level  of  safety  at  these  airports?  What  other 
options  could  be  considered? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Regardless  of  the  system  in  use,  airport  capacity  is  determined  primarily  by  run- 
way configuration  and  weather  conditions.  Federal  Aviation  Administration  traffic 
management  staff  monitor  arrival  and  departxire  flows  through  the  use  of  the  air- 
craft situation  display  (ASD).  The  slot  system  is  designed  to  allow  for  maximum  uti- 
Uzation,  of  designated  operators,  at  high  density  airports  during  established  hours. 
The  Safety  Board  beUeves  this  is  an  acceptable  system. 

HIGH  SPEED  RAIL 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  What  role  is  the  NTSB  playing  in  the  development 
of  standards  for  high  speed  rail  in  the  U.S.? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  does  not  have  a  direct  role  in  the  de- 
velopment of  standards  for  high  speed  rail  other  than  the  role  of  an  observer.  We 
are  certainly  interested  in  the  developments  that  are  taking  place.  We  attend  High 
Speed  Rail  Association  conferences  and  other  industry  functions  related  to  the  de- 
velopment of  high  speed  rail  whenever  possible  as  part  of  the  Railroad  Division's 
advocacy  program. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  What  does  NTSB  believe  the  major  safety  problems 
are  with  the  development  of  high  speed  rail? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  believes  there  are  two  major  safety 
problems  with  the  development  of  high  speed  rail;  grade  crossings,  and  positive 
train  separation.  The  large  number  of  at  grade  railroad/highway  (and  road)  cross- 
ings on  identified  high  speed  rail  lines  poses  an  unacceptably  high  risk  to  high 
speed  rail  operations.  Normally  this  is  a  problem  even  with  cvurent  conventional 
rail  lines.  There  is  about  one  grade  crossing  for  every  mile  of  mainline  railroad  track 
in  this  country.  There  are  over  600  deaths  and  2,000  injuries  at  highway-rail  cross- 
ings annually.  Casualties  at  grade  crossings  would  certainly  multiply  if  current 
grade  crossing  conditions  did  not  change  in  a  high  speed  rail  corridor  where  train 
speeds  were  raised  from  Amtrak's  current  maximum  of  79  mph  to  150-200  mph. 
The  solutions  are  expensive  and  not  popular;  reduce  the  number  of  crossings  and 
install  active  warning  devices  and  gates,  and/or  totally  separate  the  crossings  with 
over  or  under  passes.  Only  then  will  there  be  some  assurance  of  preventing  a  cata- 
strophic collision. 

Given  the  Umited  sight  distances,  reaction  times,  railroad  traffic  density,  and 
other  factors  involved  in  high  speed  rail  operations,  it  is  imperative  that  a  system 
insure  train  separation  in  the  event  the  engineer  fails  to  stop  or  otherwise  cannot 
do  so.  High  speed  rail  systems  not  only  imply  greater  convenience  and  time  savings, 
but  also  greater  forces  and  risk,  the  ingredients  of  possible  disaster.  In  order  to  min- 
imize the  higher  risk  associated  with  high  speed  rail  operations  by  reducing  the  pos- 
sibility of  human  failure,  the  Board  feels  a  positive  train  separation  system  should 
be  a  mandatory  part  of  any  high  speed  rail  operation,  particularly  if  it  involves  use 
by  conventional  freight  trains. 

AVIATION  STATISTICS 

Mr.  DURBIN.  In  1991,  the  accident  rate  per  100,000  aircraft  hours 
was  0.231  for  large  scheduled  air  carriers  (Part  121)  compared  to 
1.048  for  commuter  air  carriers  (Part  135).  The  fatal  accident  rate 
was  0.036  compared  to  0.381. 

The  accident  rate  per  100,000  departures  was  0.347  for  large 
schedule  air  carriers  compared  to  0.815  for  commuter  air  carriers 
in  1991. 

What  accounts  for  the  difference  in  accident  rates  between  Part 
121  and  commuter  air  carriers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  significant  differences  between  the  operation  of  commuters  and  major 
air  carriers  that  would  probably  make  the  achievement  of  absolute  equivalency,  in 
terms  of  accident  statistics,  unrealistic.  For  example,  while  most  of  the  commuter 
operations  are  conducted  in  modem  turbopropeller  aircraft  that  have  achieved  high 
reUability  there  are  operators  in  the  commuter  industry  who  fly  reciprocating  engine 
powered  airplanes  that  will  never  achieve  the  reliability  of  the  modern  jet  trans- 
ports. Moreover,  commuter  pilots  are  generally  less  experienced.  In  fact,  the  com- 
muters are  often  a  stepping  stone  for  pilots  of  the  major  carriers.  Other  factors  that 
can  affect  risk  are  the  lower  altitude  operation  of  commuter  aircraft,  which  often 
means  greater  exposure  to  adverse  weather,  and  the  less  sophisticated  navigational 
aids  available  in  the  cockpit  and  at  destination  airports.  Many  of  these  airports  may 
not  be  equipped  with  distance  measuring  equipment  or  precision  instrument  landing 
systems. 

When  considering  the  totality  of  all  factors,  however,  the  steadily  improving  safety 
record  of  the  commuter  industry  throughout  the  1980s  is  encouraging  and  note- 
worthy. 
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Mr.  DURBIN.  What  has  happened  to  these  rates  since  1991? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  accident  rates  in  terms  of  total  accidents  and  fatal  accidents  per  100,000  air- 
craft hours  has  improved  since  1991  for  both  large  scheduled  air  carriers  (Part  121) 
and  commuter  air  carriers  (Part  135).  In  1992  the  total  accident  rates  per  100,000 
hours  were  0.135  and  1.009  for  Part  121  and  Part  135  carriers  respectively.  The 
fatal  accident  rates  were  0.034  and  0.321.  In  1993,  the  total  accident  rates  were 
0.193  and  0.675  the  Part  121  and  Part  135  carriers  respectively,  and  the  fatal  acci- 
dent rates  were.008  and  .  169. 

Because  many  of  the  accidents  occur  during  takeoff  and  landing  and  because  of 
the  shorter  legs  for  the  commuters  the  statistics,  when  cited  in  terms  of  flight  hours, 
tend  to  favor  the  larger  carriers.  When  cited  it  terms  of  100,000  departures,  the  av- 
erage total  accident  rate  for  large  carriers  during  the  three  year  period  1991-1993 
was  0.276  per  100,000  departures  while  the  rate  for  commuters  was  0.699,  about 
2.5  times  that  for  the  large  carriers. 

COMMUTER  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  DURBIN.  What  recommendations  has  NTSB  made  to  reduce 
these  differences?  What  is  the  status  of  these  recommendations? 
[The  information  follows:] 

As  noted  in  an  answer  to  a  previous  question,  it  is  probably  not  realistic  to  believe 
that  \he  smaller  commuter  operator  will  achieve  absolute  parity  with  the  large  car- 
riers because  of  inherent  differences  in  their  operations.  However,  the  Safety  Board 
has  made  several  safety  recommendations  to  reduce  the  differences.  These  have  ad- 
dressed plot  training,  the  use  of  simulators  and  crew  resource  management  training; 
the  installation  of  ground  proximity  warning  systems;  a  scheduling  policy  that  pre- 
vents the  pairing  of  two  inexperience  pilots;  changes  to  minimum  experience  re- 
quirements for  new  captains;  and  priorities  for  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(FAA)  oversight  activities. 

The  Safety  Board  is  generally  satisfied  that  FAA  has  taken,  or  has  initiated,  ac- 
tions to  address  the  safety  recommendations.  Many  are  being  held  in  an  open-ac- 
ceptable response  category  pending  final  FAA  rulemaking  as  previously  discussed. 

BARGE  SAFETY 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Recent  accidents  have  raised  questions  regarding 
the  safety  of  the  inland  towing  industry.  Is  NTSB  reviewing  safety 
requirements  for  barges  which  operate  on  the  Upper  Mississippi 
River  System? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transporation  Safety  Board  is  looking  at  the  inland  river  system  in 
general  as  it  pertains  to  improving  the  safety  of  navigation.  The  Safety  Board  will 
be  reviewing  towboat  operator  qualifications.  Coast  Guard  licensing  requirements, 
towboat  navigation  equipment  requirements  for  uninspected  vessels,  bridge  mark- 
ing, bridge  pier  and  span  protection.  In  the  past,  we  have  looked  at  barge  operations 
on  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  and  made  recommendations  to  the  Coast  Guard, 
NOAA,  and  the  USAGE. 

TOWING  INDUSTRY  SAFETY 

Mr.  DURBIN.  What  is  the  status  of  NTSB's  review  of  the  inland 
towing  industry? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  is  not  at  this  time  reviewing  the  inland 
towing  industry,  per  se.  We  are,  however,  reviewing  towboat  operator  qualifications. 
Coast  Guard  licensing  requirements,  towboat  navigation  equipment  requirements 
for  uninspected  vessels,  bridge  marking,  bridge  pier  and  span  protection,  as  it  per- 
tains to  inland  towing  operations,  as  a  result  of  the  Mobile  AMTRAK  accident  and 
the  New  Orleans  Judge  Seeber  Bridge  accident. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Based  on  its  current  assessment,  what  appear  to  be 
the  most  serious  safety  problems  in  this  area? 
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[The  information  follows:] 

The  most  serious  safety  problems  appear  to  be  the  lack  of  radar  qualification  cer- 
tification for  inland  vessel  operators,  lack  of  required  navigation  equipment,  the  lack 
of  bridge  marking,  and  the  lack  of  standards  for  bridge  pier  and  span  protection. 

CLOVER  FIELD,  TEXAS,  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  early  January,  a  mid-air  collision  took  place  in  my 
district  between  two  general  aviation  aircraft  near  the  Clover  Field 
Airport  in  Pearland,  Texas.  The  aircraft  were  only  about  a  quarter 
of  a  mile  from  the  landing  strip  when  the  accident  occurred. 

Evidently,  the  two  aircraft  were  attempting  to  land  at  the  same 
time  when  the  fatal  crash  took  place. 

Have  several  probing  questions  regarding  this  incident.  Are  their 
any  known  problems  with  traffic  patterns  in  the  Clover  Field  area 
that  could  have  contributed  to  the  cause  of  this  accident? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Operations  at  airports  without  an  air  traffic  control  tower  are  conducted  on  a 
"see-and-be-seen"  basis.  That  is,  the  operator  of  each  respective  airplane  maintains 
a  responsibility  to  see  and  avoid  his  traffic.  The  pilot  also  is  responsible  for  an- 
nouncing his  intentions  prior  to  executing  each  maneuver.  While  this  particular 
midair  collision  is  currently  under  investigation,  preliminary  evidence  suggests  that 
the  pilot  of  one  airplane  involved  in  the  accident,  failed  to  cearly  verbalize  his  inten- 
tions and  failed  to  see  and  avoid  the  other  airplane. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Are  there  any  known  impediments  on  the  ground 
such  as  a  lack  of  proper  equipment  and/or  the  condition  of  such 
equipment  that  could  have  contributed  to  the  accident? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Preliminary  evidence  does  not  suggest  this. 

MIDAIR  COLLISIONS 

Mr.  DeLay.  Are  mid  air  collisions,  such  as  the  one  I  have  men- 
tioned, common  to  general  aviation  and  general  aviation  airports? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Operations  conducted  at  airports  which  do  not  have  a  control  tower  rely  solely  on 
the  "see-and-avoid"  concept  of  aircraft  separation  and  on  pilot  adherence  to  general 
operating  and  flight  rules.  At  any  time  when  good  operating  practices  or  basic  flight 
rules  are  not  followed,  the  risk  of  a  collision  is  increased.  Over  a  recent  ten-year 
period,  there  has  been  on  average  about  20  midair  collisions  per  year  between  two 
general  aviation  aircraft. 

BLIND  SPOT  AVLATION  ACCIDENTS 

Mr.  DeILay.  Is  there  or  has  there  been  research  conducted  by  the 
NTSB  regarding  blind  spot  accidents  such  as  the  one  that  occurred 
at  Clover  Field? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  unsure  what  you  are  referring  to  by  the  term,  "blind  spot  accident".  How- 
ever, as  a  regular  part  of  their  investigation  of  midair  collision  accidents.  Safety 
Board  investigators  attempt  to  determine  for  each  aircraft  involved  the  location  of 
the  other  aircraft  in  each  pilot's  field  of  view.  Special  attention  is  directed  to  deter- 
mining if  a  windshield  post  or  other  structural  members  might  have  obstructed  the 
pilot's  view  of  the  other  aircraft  at  any  time  that  the  two  aircraft  were  within  detec- 
tion range.  Although  the  Clover  Field  collision  is  still  under  investigation,  prelimi- 
nary information  has  not  established  that  such  an  impediment  was  involved  in  this 
case. 

In  a  different  context,  the  term  "blind  spot"  is  used  to  describe  a  small  area  in 
the  retina  of  the  human  eyeball  where  the  optic  nerve  leaves  the  eyeball.  This  spot 
is  not  sensitive  to  light  stimulation  and,  thus,  results  in  a  corresponding  blind  spot 
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in  the  human  visual  field.  However,  research  and  accident  investigation  experience 
have  not  shown  this  phenomenon  to  be  a  significant  factor  in  degrading  pilot's  vis- 
ual scanning  performance  to  avoid  coUisions. 

CONTINENTAL  AIRLINES  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  DeLay.  Last  evening,  a  Continental  Airlines  Jet  skidded  off 
the  runway  at  New  York's  La  Guardia  Airport  after  aborting  a 
takeoff.  News  accounts  state  that  the  jetliner  was  only  a  few  feet 
away  from  going  into  Flushing  Bay. 

Are  there  any  preliminary  accounts  on  why  the  takeoff  was 
aborted? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  investigation  of  the  Continental  Airlines  MD80  accident  at  LaGuardia,  New 
York,  has  revealed  that  the  pilots  noted  low  airspeed  indications  that  led  them  to 
reject  the  takeoff.  The  flight  data  recorder  revealed  that  the  airspeed  indication  for 
the  first  officer  (he  was  making  the  takeoff)  was  erroneous,  never  going  about  50 
knots.  Preliminary  calculations  suggest  that  the  airplane  reached  about  140  knots 
before  the  takeoff"  was  rejected.  There  were  no  engine  or  structural  malfunctions.  Al- 
though the  conditions  were  conducive  to  airframe  icing,  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  pilots  attempted  to  takeoff"  from  the  runway,  so  such  factors  are  not  consider 
relevant  in  the  accident. 

LAGUARDIA  AIRPORT  RUNWAY  OVERRUN 

Mr.  DeLay.  This  is  not  the  first  airliner  to  either  come  close  or 
actually  go  into  Flushing  Bay  after  an  aborted  takeoff  at  La 
Guardia.  A  few  years  back,  Washington's  National  Airport  land- 
filled  the  end  of  the  main  runway  and  since  the  landfill,  at  least 
two  jets  have  needed  the  extra  ground  to  come  to  a  stop. 

Is  there  sufficient  room  at  La  Guardia  to  handle  aborted  takeoff 
situations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  order  to  comply  with  Federal  Aviation  Administration  regulations  that  apply 
to  air  carrier  operations,  airUne  pilots  and  dispatchers  must  assure  that  the  runway 
length  available  for  takeoff"  is  siifficient  to  permit  the  airplane  to  either  continue  to 
accelerate  and  complete  a  takeoff"  or  reject  the  takeoff"  and  come  to  a  complete  stop 
in  the  event  of  an  engine  failvu^  at  the  most  critical  speed. 

While  the  Safety  Board  has  had  concerns  about  the  safety  margins  that  are  inher- 
ent in  the  airplane  certification  data  used  for  required  runway  length  analyses,  we 
noted  in  the  USAir  accident  involving  a  Boeing  737  in  1989,  a  USAir  accident  in- 
volving a  Fokker  28  in  1992,  and  in  this  latest  accident  involving  the  Continental 
MD  80,  that  the  available  runway  at  LaGuardia  significantly  exceeded  the  runway 
length  required  for  the  weight  of  these  airplanes  and  existing  conditions. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Is  there  a  need  for  additional  landfill  on  the  Flush- 
ing Bay  end  of  the  runway  to  safely  accommodate  aborted  land- 
ings? Is  this  something  that  has  been  looked  into? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  requires  that  new  runways  have 
1,000  foot  safety  areas  at  each  runway  end,  however,  older  airports  constructed  be- 
fore this  requirement  was  in  place,  are  unable  to  construct  1000  foot  safety  areas 
due  to  physical  constraints.  LaGuardia  is  one  such  airport.  The  FAA  has  approved 
a  31  milhon  dollar  AIP  grant  for  construction  of  a  partial  460  foot  safety  area  at 
the  threshold  of  runway  31. 

The  State  of  New  York's  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  issued  a  No- 
tice of  Determination  on  Non-Significant  (Negative  Declaration)  on  March  9,  1994, 
which  would  allow  construction  of  the  safety  areas  to  proceed,  as  soon  as  the  New 
York  City  Area  Urban  Land  Use  Review  Process  is  completed.  The  Port  Authority 
of  New  York  and  New  Jersey  estimated  that  the  safety  area  could  be  completed  by 
the  end  of  calendar  year  1994,  at  the  earliest.  The  Port  Authority  also  is  considering 
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tiie  460  foot  safety  areas  for  possible  construction  of  a  foam  arrestor  bed   oendinrr 
FAA  completion  of  testing  and  specifications  for  arrestor  heS.  ^"^^^'^  ^^'  Pe»»«*»ng 

[The  justifications  follow:] 
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MISSION  AND  AUTHORITY 


The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  is  an  independent  agency  charged  with 
determining  the  probable  cause(s)  of  transportation  accidents  and  promoting 
transportation  safety.  The  Board  investigates  accidents,  conducts  safety  studies, 
evaluates  the  effectiveness  of  other  government  agencies'  programs  for  preventing 
transportation  accidents,  and  reviews  appeals  of  adverse  certificate,  and  civil  penalty 
actions  by  the  Administrators  of  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  involving 
airman  and  seaman  license. 

Most  importantly,  the  Board  makes  safety  recommendations,  based  on  its  investigations 
and  studies,  to  Federal,  State  and  local  government  agencies  and  to  the  transportation 
industry  regarding  actions  that  should  be  taken  to  prevent  accidents.  Safety 
recommendations  are  the  focal  point  of  the  Board's  efforts  to  improve  safety  in  the 
transportation  system. 

Although  the  Board's  charter  is  the  Independent  Safety  Board  Act  of  1974,  its  origins  can 
be  found  in  the  Air  Commerce  Act  of  1926,  in  which  Congress  charged  the  Commerce 
Department  with  investigating  the  causes  of  aircraft  accidents.  Since  1 967  the  Board  has 
investigated  accidents  in  all  modes  of  transportation  including  aviation,  highway,  marine, 
rail,  and  pipeline.  The  Safety  Board  also  investigates  accidents  involving  the 
transportation  of  hazardous  materials. 

The  Board  has  no  authority  to  regulate  the  transportation  industry.  Therefore,  its 
effectiveness. depends  on  its  reputation  for  timely  and  accurate  determination  of  accident 
causation  and  for  issuing  realistic  and  feasible  safety  recommendations  to  satisfy  the 
need  for  prompt  implementation  of  safety  improvements. 

Although  the  missions  and  authorities  of  other  Federal  agencies  include  fostering  and 
ensuring  the  safety  of  the  U.S.  transportation  system,  the  independent  oversight  role  of 
the  Safety  Board  is  essential  in  prompting  compliance  with  those  agencies'  roles  both  by 
its  thorough  and  timely  investigations  and  by  its  recommendations  to  prevent  future 
accidents.  "The  Role  of  the  Safety  Board  and  Other  Organizations  in  Transportation 
Safety*,  which  follows,  provides  additional  information  regarding  the  Safety  Board's 
mission  and  authority  as  compared  with  other  organizations. 
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APPROPRIATION  LANGUAGE 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board,  including  liire  of 
passenger  motor  veliicles  and  aircraft;  services  as  authorized  by  5  U.S.C.  3109,  but  at 
rates  for  individuals  not  to  exceed  the  per  diem  rate  equivalent  to  the  rate  for  a  GS-18; 
uniforms  or  allowances  therefore,  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902), 
[$37,105,000]  $37,305,000  of  which  not  to  exceed  $1,000  may  be  used  for  official 
reception  and  representation  expenses.  (Department  of  Transportation  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1994.) 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


1993 

1994 

1995 

Identification  Code:           95-0310-0-1-407 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Program  bv  activities: 

00.01  Policy  and  Direction 

5,634 

5,846 

5,924 

00.02  Aviation  Safety 

13.113 

13,502 

13,577 

00.03  Surface  Transportation  Safety 

9,247 

9.508 

9.543 

00.04  Research  and  Engineering 

4,830 

4.985 

5,026 

00.05  Administration 

1,826 

1.815 

1,830 

00.06  Administrative  Law  Judges 

1.350 

1,449 

1.405 

10.00  Total  Obligations 

36.000 

37.105 

37,305 

Financing: 

39.00  Budget  Authority  (Appropriation) 


36,000 


37.105 


37,305 


Budget  Authority: 
40.00  Appropriation 


36,000 


37,105 


37,305 


Relation  of  Obligations  to  Outlays: 
71 .00  Obligations  incun^d,  net 
72.40  Obligated  Balance,  Start  of  Year 
74.40  Obligated  Balance,  End  of  Year 
77.00  Adjustments  in  Expired  Accounts 


36,000 

37,105 

37,305 

4,427 

3,251 

3,711 

(3,251) 

(3,711) 

(3,731) 

(386) 

— 

— 

90.00  Outlays 


36,790 


36,645 


37,285 
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SALARIES  AND  EXPENSES 
Object  Classification  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  Code:              95-031 0-0-1  -407 

1993 
Actual 

1994 

Estimate 

1995 
Estimate 

Personnel  Compensation  and  Benefits: 

11.1   Pemrianent  positions 

1 1 .3  Positions  other  than  pemrianent 

1 1 .5  Other  personnel  compensation 

1 1 .8  Special  personal  services  payments 

Total  personnel  compensation 

12.1   Personnel  benefits:  Civilian 

Subtotal,  Personnel  Compensation 
and  Benefits 


19,825 
555 
638 

1 

21,015 

204 

663 

2 

20,949 

213 

648 

2 

21,019 

21,884 

21,812 

4,264 

4.788 

5,036 

25.283 


26,672 


26,848 


Other  than  Personnel  Compensation 
and  Benefits: 

21 .0  Travel  and  transportation 
of  persons 

22.0  Transportation  of  things 

23.1  Standard  level  user  charges 

23.2  Rental  payments  to  others 

23.3  Communications,  utilities,  and 
miscellaneous  charges 

24.0  Printing  and  reproduction 

25.0  Other  services 

26.0  Supplies  and  materials 

31.0  Equipment 

42.0  Insurance  claims  and  indemnities 

99.9    Total  obligations 


1,661 

1,690 

1.648 

68 

69 

66 

4,841 

4.972 

5,116 

198 

203 

200 

804 

ROR 

845 

338 

340 

327 

1.638 

1.646 

1.575 

287 

288 

275 

823 

356 

345 

59 

61 

60 

36.000 

37.105 

37,305 

Personnel  Summary: 

Full-time  equivalent  employment  (FTE) 

-  Pennanent  (Full-time) 

-  Other  than  Permanent  (Full-time) 

FTE  of  overtime  and  holiday  hours 


373 

358 

343 

350 

350 

335 

23 

8 

8 
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EMERGENCY  FUND 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


1993 

1994 

1995 

Identification  Code:            95-031 1  -0-1  -407 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Program  bv  Activities: 

00.02  Accident  Investigation 

- 

- 

- 

10.00  Total  Obligations 

- 

~ 

- 

Financing: 

21 .40  Unobligated  balance  available,  start  of  year 
24.40  Unobligated  balance  available,  end  of  year 
39.00  Budget  authority 


•639 
639 


-639 
639 


-639 
639 


Relation  of  Obligations  to  Outlays: 
71.00  Obligations  Incurred,  Net 
90.00  Outlays 
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ANALYSIS  OF  CHANGES 
FY  1994  to  1995 

$  -1 ,405,000         1 5  FTE  Position  Decrease  (358-343) 

This  reduction  reflects  the  effect  of  funding  the  Safety  Board  at  only 
$200,000  nnore  than  the  FY  1994  level.  The  resulting  impact  on  the 
Board's  transportation  safety  programs  follows  on  pages  9  through  12. 

$    302,000         Inflation 

Based  on  OMB's  latest  economic  assumptions,  an  inflation  rate  of  2.9 
percent  is  anticipated  for  FY  1995.  This  factor  is  applied  to  all 
non-personnel  costs. 

$    265,000         Civilian  Benefits 

Civilian  benefits  costs  are  expected  to  exceed  the  projected  increase 
related  to  the  pay  raise.  Higher  health  benefit  premiums,  the  increase 
in  the  number  of  employees  covered  by  the  more  expensive  Federal 
Employees  Retirement  System,  and  the  continued  increase  in  employee 
participation  in  the  Thrift  Savings  Plan  have  been  the  primary  reasons 
for  similar  civilian  benefit  increases  experienced  during  the  past  few 
years. 

$    561 ,000         Pay  Raises 

The  requested  funds  will  cover  the  FY  1995  effect  of  the  FY  1994 
locality  pay  raise  and  the  FY  1995  combined  general  and  locality  pay 
increases  of  1 .6  percent.  Should  these  assumptions  change,  additional 
dollar  and  staffing  level  adjustments  will  be  needed. 


$    507,000         Promotions/Within-Grade  Increases 

Expenses  related  to  career  promotions  and  within-grade  increases  will 
cost  approximately  2  percent  of  salaries  in  FY  1995. 
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$      67,000         Official  Mail 


A  50  percent  increase  in  official  mail  (postage)  costs  is  expected  as  a 
result  of  a  change  in  the  Postal  Service's  billing  procedure  from  a 
sampling  method  to  a  per  piece  (metered)  method. 

$    -97,000         Reduction  In  Administrative  Expenses 

A  6  percent  reduction  in  administrative  expenses  is  reflected  in 
accordance  with  OMB  Bulletin  93-09  (Executive  Order  12837). 


$    200,000  Total  Amount  of  Changes 

Sgmmary  of  Changes: 

$37,105,000         FY  1994  Appropriation  (358  FTE') 

$      200000        Total  Amount  of  Changes  (FY  1994  -  FY  1995) 
$37.305.000         FY  1995  Request  (343  FTE) 


^   Enacted  350  FTE  plus  8  FTE  (non-ceiling). 
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IMPACT  OF  PROPOSED  15  FTE  STAFFING  REDUCTION 


The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  is  a  small  agency  whose  primary  responsibility 
is  the  investigation  of  transportation  accidents  and  other  safety  problems,  in  all  five  modes 
of  transportation.  These  investigations  result  in  the  development  of  safety 
recommendations  to  correct  any  safety  problems  uncovered. 

The  Safety  Board  has  prided  itself  on  accomplishing  this  very  extensive  transportation  role 
with  a  very  small  dedicated  staff.  The  Board's  staff  has  never  exceeded  400  employees, 
and  during  the  early  '80s  the  staff  was  reduced  to  approximately  300  employees.  The 
300  level  disrupted  the  Safety  Board's  ability  to  accomplish  its  transportation  safety 
responsibilities,  and  we  have  been  working  diligently  since  1982  with  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  (0MB)  and  the  Congress  to  rebuild  our  transportation  safety 
programs  to  the  minimum  level  necessary  to  meet  our  statutory  mandate. 

The  FY  1995  funding  allowance  proposed  for  the  Safety  Board  will  begin  to  reverse  the 
progress  we  have  achieved  over  the  past  decade. 

The  Safety  Board  already  has  reduced  its  staff  from  373  to  358  FTE  for  FY  1994,  and 
343  FTE  is  the  level  that  can  be  funded  with  the  dollars  proposed  by  OMB  for  FY  1995. 
Our  accident  investigation  responsibilities  in  all  modes  of  transportation  require  a  wide 
variety  of  skills.  In  many  instances,  we  have  only  one  or  two  people  on  our  staff  with  the 
required  skills  to  accomplish  a  given  task.  Therefore,  should  the  staff  be  reduced,  we 
must  of  necessity  eliminate  the  application  of  certain  skills  to  our  accident  investigations, 
with  a  concurrent  reduction  in  accident  prevention  potential  and  investigative 
thoroughness.  In  addition,  reductions  in  staffing  at  the  Safety  Board  will  generate  only 
minimal  savings,  and  would  be  inconsequential  in  terms  of  the  252,000  position  reduction 
projected  government-wide. 

As  a  result,  the  traveling  public  may  experience  a  reduced  level  of  safety  oversight  in  both 
aviation  and  surface  modes,  as  completion  of  reports  are  delayed;  a  possible  decrease 
in  the  number  of  safety  improvement  recommendations  to  correct  identified  safety 
problems;  and  a  lessened  ability  to  ensure  implementation  of  recommended  safety 
improvements. 

Our  concern  does  not  indicate  a  lack  of  support  for  the  Administration's  efforts  to 
streamline  government.  In  fact,  the  Safety  Board  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  efforts  to 
make  government  more  responsive,  effective  and  efficient  in  the  past  and  we  will  continue 
to  seek  out  innovative  approaches  in  the  future  which  will  avert  the  need  for  additional 
resources. 
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In  our  core  area  of  responsibility,  accident  investigation,  we  have  minimized  our  need  for 
resources  by  developing  procedures  to  accomplish  our  responsibilities  using  the 
resources  of  others.  The  Safety  Board  investigative  staff  manages  other  experts  from 
industry  and  government  in  the  collection  of  facts,  conditions  and  circumstances 
surrounding  the  accidents  we  investigate.  The  participation  of  these  other  'parties' 
greatly  multiplies  the  Board's  resources,  and  without  the  donated  assistance  provided  by 
these  parties  the  Board  could  not  accomplish  its  large  volume  of  work  with  its  current 
resources.  There  is  also  an  additional  safety  benefit  from  this  participation  in  that  it 
ensures  general  agreement  over  the  factual  findings  of  the  investigation,  and  allows  first- 
hand access  to  information  so  that  appropriate  corrective  actions  may  be  taken 
immediately  by  the  parties.  The  leveraging  of  Federal  resources  which  this  Safety  Board 
policy  has  been  accomplishing  is  precisely  the  type  of  innovative  management  of  Federal 
programs  called  for  in  the  National  Performance  Review. 

Another  means  by  which  the  Safety  Board  multiplies  the  use  of  its  limited  accident 
investigation  resources  is  by  delegating  the  accidents  with  lesser  accident  prevention 
potential  to  other  government  agencies.  For  example,  the  Board  currently  delegates  the 
investigation  of  aviation  accidents  involving  agricultural,  experimental,  and  home-built 
aircraft  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA),  while  retaining  only  the 
determination  of  the  probable  cause  of  these  accidents.  In  the  railroad  area,  the  Board 
only  investigates  about  40  percent  of  the  railroad  accidents,  leaving  the  remainder  for 
investigation  by  state  or  other  Federal  authorities.  In  the  marine  area,  the  Board  only 
independently  investigates  approximately  eight  percent  of  the  major  marine  accidents, 
requesting  the  Coast  Guard  to  investigate  the  others  for  the  Board.  In  the  pipeline  mode, 
the  Board  requests  that  state  and  Federal  pipeline  authorities  investigate  approximately 
75  percent  of  all  accidents  each  year.  By  selecting  only  those  accidents  with  the  most 
accident  prevention  potential,  while  delegating  the  investigation  of  other  accidents,  the 
Board  achieves  the  maximum  safety  benefit  from  its  limited  resources.  However, 
investigations  delegated  to  agencies  that  have  regulatory  authority  always  run  the  risk  of 
producing  biased  findings  that  fail  to  identify  regulatory  inadequacies  or  insufficient 
regulatory  agency  oversight. 

By  utilizing  the  resources  of  others,  the  Safety  Board  has  been  able  to  maintain  a 
relatively  constant  level  of  productivity  in  the  face  of  reduced  employment  levels  and 
continually  increasing  complexity  in  the  accidents  we  are  required  to  investigate. 
Technological  advances  in  the  aviation  industry,  for  example,  have  resulted  in  glass 
cockpits,  fly-by-wire  and  use  of  composite  materials;  advances  in  the  railroad  industry 
have  resulted  in  satellite  and  ground  based  advanced  train  control  systems,  sophisticated 
electronic  alerting  devices,  digitized  electronic  event  recorders,  and  end-of-train  telemetry 
devices;  and  marine  industry  technological  advances  have  included  satellite  electronic 
navigation  and  small  water  plane  area  twin  hulls.  These  and  other  advances  in 
technology  have  contributed  to  the  necessary  specialization  of  our  staff  and  the  lack  of 
staffing  depth  in  most  specialty  areas. 
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The  Safety  Board  also  has  used  technology  and  other  management  improvements  to 
obtain  the  greatest  productivity  from  our  limited  staff  and  avoid  staff  increases.  The  Board 
has  invested  heavily  in  automation.  Almost  every  employee  at  the  Board  has  a  computer 
on  their  desk,  and  many  employees  use  laptops  when  travelling  or  while  on  scene  at 
accident  sites.  We  have  installed  a  new  technology  local  area  network  to  connect  all  of 
our  computers  and  enable  the  transfer  of  information  between  all  employees  including  the 
regional  office  staffs.  Our  most  recent  technological  improvement  has  been  the 
installation  of  optical  imaging  equipment  to  allow  our  investigative  staffs  to  develop  their 
reports,  which  include  pictures  and  graphics,  without  the  transfer  of  paper.  Additionally, 
we  also  share  technology  with  the  agencies  in  the  Department  of  Transportation  with 
which  we  primarily  interface:  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Federal  Railroad 
Administration,  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration,  and  United  States  Coast 
Guard  . 

The  Safety  Board  has  also  implemented  a  significant  number  of  management 
improvements  to  increase  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  staff.  These  initiatives 
are  directly  in  line  with  the  management  practices  described  in  the  National  Performance 
Review. 

The  first  step  the  Board  took  to  improve  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  our  operations 
was  to  streamline  the  Safety  Board  organization  so  that  managers  are  accountable  for 
their  functions  and  have  all  the  resources  under  their  control  to  complete  their  end 
products. 

A  second  step  was  to  decentralize  the  decision-making  responsibility,  including  budget 
authority,  from  top  management  to  the  divisions  and  regional  offices.  This  change  has 
allowed  us  to  eliminate  some  support  positions  and  convert  them  to  additional 
investigative  positions. 

A  third  step  we  took  was  to  have  each  Office  develop  a  mission  statement  and  goals  and 
objectives  for  their  organization.  The  objectives  include  specific  measures  of  quality, 
quantity,  and  timeliness  of  all  Board  workload  products,  such  as  safety  recommendations, 
accident  investigation  reports  and  safety  studies.  Periodic  meetings  are  held  to  assess 
progress  in  accomplishing  these  goals  and  objectives.  In  addition,  the  goals  and 
objectives  are  updated  annually  to  assure  that  we  are  continually  improving  our 
effectiveness  and  efficiency. 

Despite  this  significant  long-term  attention  to  improved  efficiency,  we  welcome  the  Report 
of  the  National  Performance  Review  and  the  additional  incentive  of  the  President's  plan 
to  Streamline  the  Bureaucracy,  and  we  plan  to  further  improve  our  organization  and 
programs  in  accordance  with  those  guidelines.  The  following  is  a  list  of  the  activities  that 
we  plan  to  undertake  in  the  future: 
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o  Analyze  Mission  and  Functions.  The  first  activity  tiiat  we  will  undertake  is  a  detailed 
review  of  our  mission  and  functions. 

0  Reduce  the  Ratio  of  Managers  and  Supervisors  to  Other  Personnel.  The  Safety  Board 
is  taking  a  two-pronged  approach  to  addressing  this  item.  First,  we  will  carefully  review 
each  supervisory  and  management  position  that  becomes  vacant  to  determine  if  it  can 
be  eliminated  or  consolidated  with  the  functions  of  another  position.  Second,  we 
will  identify  creative  ways  in  which  to  encourage  supervisors  and  managers  whose 
positions  might  be  consolidated  or  restructured  to  retire  or  accept  other  positions. 

o  Restructure  the  Organization.  We  are  going  to  re-analyze  the  whole  organizational 
structure  of  the  Safety  Board. 

0  Reduce  Internal  Management  Regulations  and  Administrative  Staff.  The  Safety  Board 
intends  to  review  all  of  its  internal  management  regulations.  We  also  intend  to  review 
staffing  levels  in  the  budget,  acquisition,  accounting,  auditing,  and  personnel  functions 
in  conjunction  with  the  reduction  in  regulations. 

0  Increase  Use  of  New  Technoiogv.  The  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  utilize  new 
technology  to  increase  the  productivity  of  its  staff  and  operations. 

o  Enhance  Employee  Morale.  It  will  be  necessary  to  explore  new  initiatives  to  maintain 
high  morale  because  of  the  changes  and  disruptions  that  will  be  occurring  as  a  result 
of  further  streamlining  of  Safety  Board  programs. 

0  Improve  Customer  Service.  The  Board  has  had  a  customer  service  program  in  our 
administrative  area  for  the  last  two  years.  We  plan  to  expand  the  program  to  all 
offices. 

In  conclusion,  in  many  ways  the  Safety  Board  has  already  been  operating  in  accordance 
with  the  tenets  of  the  National  Performance  Review  by:  addressing  real-world  tangible 
problems,  allowing  industry  full  participation  in  our  work,  delegating  activities  to  the  state 
and  local  level  wherever  practical,  making  recommendations  instead  of  regulations,  and 
disseminating  all  our  reports  and  findings  to  as  wide  a  customer  base  as  possible.  In 
addition,  we  are  a  small,  manageable  organization  that  can  react  quickly  to  changes  in  the 
transportation  environment  to  meet  our  customers'  needs.  As  with  many  small 
entrepreneurial  organizations,  we  can  implement  a  solution  in  the  time  it  takes  a  large 
department  to  form  a  task  force,  to  develop  a  plan,  and  to  identify  the  problem. 

However,  in  order  to  achieve  many  of  the  innovative  management  improvements  of  the 
National  Performance  Review;  fulfill  our  vital  transportation  safety  oversight  role;  and  keep 
abreast  of  advanced  technologies  in  the  transportation  environment  and  growth  in  the 
transportation  industry;  the  Board's  staffing  depth  should  be  maintained  for  each  of  our 
critical  technical  and  investigative  functions. 
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SUMMARY  OF 

RESOURCE  REQUIREMENTS  AND 

WORKLOAD  MEASURES 

FY  1993-1995 


Resource  Requlramwita 

Budget  Authority  ($000) 

Policy  and  Oirection 

Aviation  Safety 

Surface  Transportation  Safety 

Research  &  Engineering 

Administration 

Administrative  Law  Judges 

Total  Budget  Authority 

Outlays  ($000) 

Full-time  Equivalent  (FTE)  Employnwnt  < 
(workyears) 

Policy  and  Direction 

Aviation  Safety 

Surface  Transportation  Safety 

Research  &  Engineering 

Administration 

Administrative  Law  Judges 

Total  Funded  FTE  Employment 

OMB  Celling 


FY19S3 


5,634 

5,846 

5,924 

13,113 

13,502 

13,577 

9,247 

9,508 

9,543 

4,830 

4,985 

5,026 

1,826 

1,815 

1,630 

1.350 

1,449 
37,105 

1,405 

36,000 

37,305 

36,790 

36,645 

37,285 

52 

50 

48 

134 

129 

124 

95 

91 

87 

52 

50 

48 

27 

25 

24 

13 

13 

12 

373 

358  1/ 

343 

373 

356 

350 

Workload  Meaaurea: 

Safety  Recommendations  Issued 
Major  Accident  Investigation  Reports 

Aviation  (Domestic) 

Railroad 
'  Highway 

Marine 

Hazardous  Materials/Pipeline 
Field  and  Other  Accident 
Investigation  Reports 

Aviation  (Domestic) 

Railroad 

Highway 

Marine 

Hazardous  Materials/Pipeiine 
Foreign  Investigations  (Aviation) 
Public  Hearings 

Safety  Studies  and  Special  Investigations 
Certificate  and  License  Appeals  (Ctosed) 
Civil  Penalty  Appeals  (Ctosed) 
Opinions  and  Orders  (Ctosed) 


299 

250 

225 

IB 

16 

14 

7 

6 

5 

5 

4 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4,675 

2,415 

2.300 

4,408  21 

2.170 

2,100 

88 

80 

60 

160 

150 

128 

12 

8 

5 

7 

7 

7 

42 

40 

32 

1 

5 

4 

7 

5 

4 

765 

765 

700 

3 

10 

8 

280 

280 

225 

1/  Ef«eM350FTEpktt8FTE(non-e«Mng). 

2/  nallacUlharMutoofanwIoranwIloraducattMbKiitogolaocMM 

•   N(»»lhM««FTEnuiib«»nowtndiid«tonii«no»H«*iQ«n<*»y««». 
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ALLOCATION  OF  RESOURCES  BY  PROGRAM. 

MODE,  FUNCTION.  AND  LOCATION 

FY  1995 


Staff 

Cost 

Distribution  bv  Proaram 

Prcnt 

(FTE) 

(SOW) 

Policy  and  Direction 

14% 

48 

5.924 

Aviation  Safety 

36% 

124 

13.577 

Surface  Transportation  Safety 

25% 

87 

9.543 

Research  &  Engineering 

14% 

48 

5.026 

Administration 

7% 

24 

1.830 

Administrative  Law  Judges 

3% 

12 

1.405 

TOTAL 


100% 


343      37.305 


Distribution  by  Transportation  Mode 


Aviation 

Railroad 

Highway 

Marine 

Pipeline 

Hazardous  Materials 

TOTAL 


65% 

226 

24.580 

11% 

37 

4,024 

13% 

45 

4,894 

6% 

22 

2,393 

3% 

10 

1,088 

1% 

3 

326 

100% 


343      37.305 


Distribution  by  Function 


Major  Accident  Investigations 
Field  Accident  Investigations 
Safety  Reviews  and  Studies 
Appeals 
Administrative  Support 

TOTAL 


50% 

170 

19,136 

32% 

110 

12,382 

4% 

15 

1,688 

5% 

18 

2,269 

9% 

30 

1.830 

100% 


343      37.305 


Distribution  by  Location 


Headquarters 
Field 


69% 
31% 


237      25,776 
106      11,529 


TOTAL 


100% 


343      37.305 
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FUTURE  PLANS 


The  Safety  Board's  current  and  long-term  priorities  are  reflected  in  its  "Most  Wanted" 
Safety  Recommendation  Program,  Other  Significant  Safety  Issues,  and  Safety  Studies 
Sections.  Within  funding  and  personnel  limitations,  the  Board  proposes  to  focus  its  efforts 
on  the  following  areas  to  assure  the  public's  confidence  in  the  safety  of  the  Nation's 
transportation  system  and  to  provide  the  highest  potential  safety  payoff. 


MOST  WANTED  SAFETY  RECOMMENDATION  PROGRAM 


Since  the  Safety  Board  began  investigating  accidents,  it  has  issued  more  than  9,000 
safety  recommendations  to  prevent  accidents,  save  lives,  and  reduce  injuries.  While  all 
the  recommendations  made  by  the  Safety  Board  will,  if  implemented,  improve  safety  and 
help  prevent  accidents,  some  of  these  recommendations  have  a  greater  potential  to  save 
lives.  In  order  to  identify  those  recommendations  with  the  greatest  impact  on 
transportation  safety,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  the  'Most  Wanted"  Safety 
Recommendation  Program.  Recommendations  selected  as  part  of  the  program  will 
receive  more  intensive  follow-up  activity  in  order  to  persuade  government  agencies  and 
industry  to  act  on  them  as  quickly  as  possible. 

In  order  to  be  considered  for  the  "Most  Wanted"  list,  a  recommendation  must  have  a 
national  impact  on  transportation  safety,  concern  a  safety  issue  of  high  visibility,  or  be  of 
great  interest  to  the  public.  Also  considered  are:  previous  loss  of  life  and  property  and 
the  potential  for  future  losses;  the  extent  to  which  the  safety  problem  the  recommendation 
is  aimed  at  solving  exposes  the  public  to  risl<;  and  previous  action  taken  by  the  recipient. 
Strong  regard  is  given  to  recommendations  that  have  not  been  acted  upon  for  an 
inordinately  long  period  of  time. 

The  safety  issues  currently  highlighted  on  the  Board's  'Most  Wanted'  list  are  identified 
below  and  are  described  in  more  detail  later  in  this  section. 

o  Airport  Runway  Incursions  (pg.  17) 

o  Requirements  for  Mode  C  Intruder  Conflict  Alerts  in  FAA  Aviation  Terminal 

Radar  Control  Areas  (Requirements  for  Mode  C  Intruder  Conflict  Alerts  in 
Terminal  Areas,  pg.  18) 

o  Maximum  Brake  Wear  Limits  and  Performance  in  Transport  Category 

Aircraft  (Aircraft  Brake  Certification,  pg.  18) 

o         Aircraft  Structural  Fatigue  Testing  to  Two  Lifetimes  (Aging  Aircraft,  pg.  20) 
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o  Positive  Train  Separation  (pg.  20) 

0  Heavy  Commercial  Trucl<  Safety  (pg.  21) 

0  School  Bus  Safety  (pg.  22) 

0  Administrative  Revocation  of  Driver's  Licenses  (Passage  of  Administrative 

Revocation  of  Driver's  License  Laws  in  all  States,  pg.  23) 

o  State  ivlandatory  Use  of  Seatbelts  (Mandatory  Use  of  Seatbelts,  pg.  24) 

o  Boating  While  Intoxicated  (Passage  of  State  Laws  to  Combat  Boating  While 

Intoxicated,  pg.  25) 

0  Passenger  Vessel  Safety  (Foreign  Cruise  Ship  Operation  Out  of  U.S.  Ports, 

pg-  25) 

o  Fishing  Vessel  Safety  (pg.  26) 

o  Installation  of  Pipeline  Excess  Flow  Valves  (Excess  Flow  Valves,  pg.  28) 

o  Evaluation  of  Safety  Standards  for  Railroad  Tank  Cars  that  Transport 

Hazardous  fvlaterials  (Transportation  of  Hazardous  Materials  by  Rail,  pg.  29) 

o  Improved  Fatigue  and  Hours-of-Work  Research,  Education,  and  Regulations 

for  all  Transportation  Modes  (Hours-of-Work/Human  Fatigue,  pg.  30) 

o  Uniform  Industry- Wide  Policy  on  Collection,  Processing  and  Testing  for  the 

Detection  of  Toxicological  Specimens  of  Alcohol  and  Drugs  (Uniform 
Industry- Wide  Policy  on  Collection,  Processing  and  Testing  forthe  Detection 
of  Alcohol  and  Drugs,  pg.  31) 


On  July  9,  1991,  the  Safety  Board  voted  to  remove  from  the  original  list  the  issue  of 
identification  of  aviation  pilots  with  substance  abuse  problems.  This  action  was  taken  as 
a  result  of  the  many  varied  efforts  by  the  FAA  to  bring  about  the  early  and  efficient 
identification  of  pilots  who  may  have  a  substance  abuse  problem. 

On  September  17,  1991,  the  Safety  Board  voted  to  add  the  issue  of  state  mandatory 
seatbelt  use  laws  to  the   'Most  Wanted'  list. 

On  May  27,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  voted  to  remove  the  Ground  Proximity  Warning 
System  issue  from  the  original  list  because  the  FAA  issued  a  final  rule  on  the  subject  in 
March  1992. 
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On  April  27,  1 993,  the  Safety  Board  voted  to  remove  the  Adjustable  Upper-Anchorage 
Points  for  Automobile  Seatbelt  Shoulder  Harnesses  issue  from  the  list  because  the 
automobile  industry  has  recognized  the  value  of  such  a  device  and  is  voluntarily  including 
it  on  most  passenger  cars,  vans  and  light  trucks. 

Also,  at  the  April  27  meeting,  the  Safety  Board  removed  various  specific 
recommendations  in  the  runway  incursion,  passenger  vessel  safety  and  schoolbus  safety 
issue  areas;  and  added  an  antilock  brake  recommendation  to  the  heavy  commercial  truck 
safety  issue  area.   These  will  be  described  in  the  detailed  discussions  that  follow. 


AVIATION 


Airport  Runwav  Incursions 

The  Board's  original  "Most  Wanted"  list  contained  1 5  safety  recommendations  addressing 
the  runway  incursion  problem.  These  safety  recommendations  came  from  a  1986  safety 
study  on  this  issue,  and  major  runway  incursion  accidents  occurring  at  Atlanta's  Hartsfield 
International  Airport  on  January  18,  1990,  at  the  Detroit  Metropolitan  Airport  on 
December  3, 1 990,  and  at  the  Los  Angeles  Intemational  Airport  on  February  1 , 1 991 .  On 
September  22,  1992,  the  Board  classified  one  of  these  safety  recommendations  as 
"Closed-Acceptable  Action"  based  on  the  FAA's  integration  of  information  on  surface 
operational  errors,  surface  pilot  deviation,  and  vehicle/pedestrian  deviations  into  an 
automated  runway  incursion  information  system. 

In  1991 ,  the  FAA  established  a  number  of  Runway  Incursion  Action  Teams  that  were  to 
inspect  airports  for  compliance  with  ground  control  standards.  These  teams  inspected  1 8 
airports  in  1991  and  20  in  1992.   Additional  inspections  will  be  conducted  during  1993. 

Following  a  review  of  action  taken  by  the  FAA  to  address  some  of  the  Safety  Board's 
concerns  in  this  area,  the  Board,  on  April  27, 1 993,  voted  to  remove  four  additional  safety 
recommendations  from  its  "Most  Wanted"  list.  These  recommendations:  (1 )  sought  the 
required  reporting  of  operational  errors,  pilot  deviations,  and  near  collisions  on  the  ground 
as  well  as  in  the  air;  (2)  called  for  improved  standards  for  the  signing  and  marking  of 
runways  and  taxiways;  (3)  urged  that  Part  1 39  certificated  airports  operating  at  visual 
ranges  of  1,200  feet  or  less  follow  ICAO  annex  14  standards  for  surface  movement 
control  guidance  systems  and;  (4)  called  for  language  in  the  Airman's  Information  Manual 
(AIM)  to  alert  pilots  to  the  need  for  vigilance  in  monitoring  ATC  frequencies  for  traffic 
conflict  situations. 
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Of  the  remaining  10  safety  recommendations  on  the  'Most  Wanted"  list  in  this  issue  area, 
eight  are  awaiting  further  action  by  the  FAA;  and  two  are  pending  the  Board's  evaluation 
of  the  FAA  response. 


Requirements  for  Mode  C  Intruder  Conflict  Alert  in  Terminal  Areas 

Following  the  midair  collision  between  an  Aeronaves  de  Mexico,  DC-9  and  a  Piper  PA-28 
above  Cerritos,  California,  on  August  31,  1986,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the 
FAA  take  expedited  action  to  add  visual  flight  rules  (VFR)  conflict  alert  (Mode  C  Intruder) 
logic  to  automated  radar  terminal  system  (ARTS)  computers  as  an  interim  measure  to  the 
ultimate  implementation  of  the  advance  automation  system  (AAS). 

The  FAA  completed  its  study  of  the  technical  and  operational  factors  involved  in  adding 
VFR  conflict  alert  logic  software  to  the  ARTS  IMA  computers  in  1988.  Based  on  the 
results  of  that  study,  the  FAA  entered  negotiations  for  a  contract  to  perform  the  needed 
modifications  to  all  ARTS  IIIA  sites.  In  a  January  6,  1992,  letter  to  the  Board,  the  FAA 
Administrator  informed  the  Board  that  the  New  York  TRACON  facility  had  an  operational 
Mode  C  system  as  of  July  3,  1991.  The  FAA  plans  to  complete  all  sites  by  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1995.   The  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  monitor  the  FAA's  progress. 


Aircraft  Brake  Certification 

The  Safety  Board  completed  a  lengthy  and  complicated  investigation  of  the  McDonnell- 
Douglas  DC-1 0-30/40  brake  systems  and  related  accelerate-stop  performance 
requirements  in  1990.  A  special  investigation  report  was  issued  which  contained  12 
safety  recommendations  addressing  inadequacies  in  transport  airplane  brake  certification 
requirements,  rejected  takeoff  (RTO)  safety  margin  requirements,  and  DC-1 0-30/40 
brakes. 

The  investigation  resulted  from  a  McDonnell  Douglas  DC-1 0-30/40  overrun  on  May  21, 
1988,  at  Dallas-Fort  Worth  International  Airport.  The  airplane  was  damaged  beyond 
economical  repair  during  the  attempted  RTO.  In  response  to  RTO  procedures,  the 
airplane  decelerated  normally  for  five  to  six  seconds,  slowing  from  178  knots,  the 
maximum  ground  speed,  to  about  130  knots.  At  that  point,  the  deceleration  decayed 
rapidly  resulting  in  the  airplane  departing  the  end  of  the  runway  at  a  ground  speed  of 
about  97  knots.  Of  the  255  occupants,  only  two  members  of  the  flightcrew  were  seriously 
injured. 

The  longitudinal  acceleration  data  recorded  on  the  airplane's  digital  flight  data  recorder 
(DFDR)  showed  that  the  airplane's  brakes  failed  during  the  RTO.   If  the  brakes  had  not 
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failed,  the  airplane  could  have  stopped  on  the  runway.  Examination  of  the  airplane's 
wheel  brake  system  revealed  that  eight  of  the  10  brakes  failed  totally  when  the  brake 
friction  material  was  depleted.  The  depletion  of  the  friction  material  allowed  the  brake 
pistons  to  over-extend,  unporting  the  hydraulic  system. 

Prior  to  the  RTO,  the  eight  brakes  were  acceptable  for  flight,  but  were  near  the 
established  replacement  limits.  The  replacement  limits  were  established  to  assure  that 
the  brakes  were  not  damaged  during  norma!  friction  material  wear.  A  new  brake  has 
about  2.7  inches  of  material  available,  while  0.7  inches  is  the  minimum  allowable. 
However,  certification  flight  test  data  showed  that  new  brakes  wear,  on  average,  about 
1 .5  inches  during  an  RTO  compared  with  the  0.7  inches  available  on  brakes  at  normal 
replacement  limits.   Clearly,  the  replacement  limits  were  unacceptable. 

Further  testing  has  shown  that  airplanes  equipped  with  worn  brakes  will  require  extra 
stopping  distance.  This  is  not  reflected  in  the  airplane  performance  manuals.  Failure  to 
account  for  the  additional  stopping  distance  reduces  the  expected  safety  margin  during 
an  RTO. 

In  addition,  the  FAA-approved  brake  wear  limits  are  based  on  normal  operational 
requirements,  not  on  the  more  demanding  RTO  requirements.  This  deficiency  may  exist 
in  many  categories  of  airplanes,  resulting  in  the  FAA  being  unable  to  guarantee 
acceptable  worn  brake  performance  during  an  RTO.  As  a  result  of  Safety  Board 
recommendations,  the  aviation  industry  has  targeted  many  transport  category  brake 
designs  for  reductions  in  the  amount  of  wear  permitted  before  brake  material  replacement. 
In  addition,  the  FAA  has  issued  airworthiness  directives,  establishing  appropriate  wear 
limits  for  all  U.S.  manufactured  turbine  powered  airplanes.  Final  rules  addressing  brake 
wear  on  foreign  manufactured  turbine  powered  transport  category  aircraft  are  currently 
being  reviewed  by  the  FAA. 

The  FAA  has  issued  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  (NORM)  that  addresses  many  of 
the  concerns  addressed  in  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  related  to  transport 
category  brake  certification.  Unfortunately,  the  NORM  will  not  be  retroactive  but  will  apply 
only  to  newly  type  certificated  turbine  powered  transport  category  airplanes.  In  addition, 
the  FAA,  in  response  to  the  Board's  recommendations,  has  declined  to  address  certain 
known  brake-related  safety  deficiencies  in  the  DC-10  and  possibly  other  transport 
category  airplanes.  The  Board  currently  is  completing  its  evaluation  of  the  FAA's  recent 
response  and  rulemaking  action. 
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Aging  Aircraft 


Tlie  airworthiness  of  the  aging  U.S.  aircraft  fleet  is  an  issue  that  requires  constant 
attention  by  operators,  airframe  and  engine  manufacturers,  and  the  FAA.  Despite  the 
delivery  of  new  airplanes,  the  average  age  of  the  airplanes  in  use  in  the  United  States 
continues  to  increase,  and  more  planes  than  ever  have  exceeded  their  economic  design 
life  limit. 

The  aging  aircraft  issue  was  brought  to  the  public's  attention  by  an  Aloha  Airlines  accident 
in  April  1 988.  In  this  accident,  about  1 8  feet  of  the  upper  fuselage  of  a  Boeing  737  ripped 
open  during  flight,  killing  one  crew  member.  The  Safety  Board  found  that  the  accident 
was  precipitated  by  fatigue  cracking  along  a  lap  joint  rivet  row.  In  order  to  reduce  the 
probability  that  structural  fatigue  cracking  could  contribute  to  additional  accidents,  the 
Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA  require  that  all  turbojet  transport  category 
airplanes  certificated  in  the  future  receive  full  scale  structural  fatigue  testing  to  a  minimum 
of  two  times  the  projected  economic  service  life.  The  Board  also  urged  the  FAA  to 
require  that  all  currently  certificated  turbojet  transport  category  airplanes  be  subjected  to 
such  testing. 

The  FAA's  final  rule  on  newly  certificated  aircraft  is  in  the  final  stages  of  clearance;  and 
a  draft  Special  Federal  Aviation  Regulation  addressing  existing  airplanes  based  on  the 
findings  of  a  government/industry  task  force  is  expected  to  soon  be  presented  to  the  FAA. 


RAILROAD 


Positive  Train  Separation 

The  Safety  Board  is  a  strong  advocate  of  advanced  control  systems  that  will  provide  a 
safety  net  for  human  performance  failures  in  the  operation  of  trains.  About  70  to  80 
percent  of  the  railroad  accidents  investigated  by  the  Safety  Board  can  be  attributed  to 
human  error.  The  Safety  Board  advocates  advanced  electronic  systems  which  can 
reduce  the  severity  of  human  performance  train  operations  accidents  by  overriding  the 
engineer's  actions  to  prevent  train  collisions. 

The  urgency  of  this  issue  has  been  highlighted  over  and  over  in  Safety  Board 
investigations.  The  train  accidents  that  took  place  in  Sugar  Valley,  Georgia;  Corona, 
California;  Knox,  Indiana;  Ledger,  Montana;  and  Gary,  Indiana;  could  have  all  been 
prevented  if  a  fully  developed  positive  train  separation  system  had  been  in  place. 

The  Burlington  Northern  Railroad  independently  developed  its  own  positive  train 
separation  system  known  as  the  Advanced  Railroad  Electronic  System  (ARES).  ARES 
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attracted  a  lot  of  interest  within  the  railroad  industry.  Burlington  Northern  had  an 
operating  ARES  demonstration  system  on  their  railroad.  The  system  was  capable  of 
taking  control  of  the  train  from  the  engineer  if  he  did  not  obey  signals  or  speed 
restrictions.  Amtrak  was  especially  impressed  with  the  system  and  joined  Burlington 
Northern  in  an  effort  to  start  a  passenger  train  ARES  demonstration  on  Amtrak  owned 
tracks  in  Michigan  and  on  Amtrak  routes  over  the  Burlington  Northern.  Unfortunately,  the 
ARES  program  was  discontinued  in  the  fall  of  1992. 

The  Association  of  American  Railroads  (AAR)  has  its  own  program  to  develop  a  positive 
train  separation  system.  The  AAR's  system  is  known  as  Advanced  Train  Control  System 
(ATCS).  Although  the  AAR  and  its  member  railroads  have  made  some  progress  in 
developing  ATCS,  the  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  AAR  is  not  serious  about  pursuing 

ATCS  and  will  eventually  abandon  the  effort.  Therefore  the  Safety  Board  has  issued 
recommendations  to  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  and  the  AAR  to  provide 
a  firm  development  schedule  for  a  fully  developed  ATCS  system. 

The  Safety  Board  will  monitor  progress  on  this  important  issue  and  will  take  steps  to 
ensure  that  ATCS  research  and  development  continue  to  be  a  priority.  The  Safety  Board 
also  intends  to  closely  monitor  the  activities  of  the  FRA,  AAR,  and  the  railroad  industry 
on  ATCS  and  re-address  ATCS  as  a  safety  issue  on  each  accident  where  ATCS  may 
have  had  a  positive  impact. 


HIGHWAY 


Heavy  Commercial  Truck  Safety 

For  a  one  year  period,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  every  accident  in  eight  states  in 
which  the  driver  of  a  heavy  truck  was  fatally  injured.  The  Board  investigated  182  such 
accidents  representing  nearly  25  percent  of  these  accidents  nationwide.  The  Board 
obtained  specimens  and  conducted  toxicological  tests  for  the  presence  of  44  different 
drugs  and  drug  classes.  The  Safety  Board  found  that  33  percent  of  the  fatally  injured 
truck  drivers  tested  positive  for  alcohol  or  other  drugs  of  abuse.  Marijuana  and  alcohol 
were  the  most  prevalent  drugs  (13  percent  each)  followed  by  cocaine  (9  percent), 
amphetamines  (7  percent),  other  stimulants  (8  percent),  and  codeine  and  PCP  (less  than 
1  percent  each).  Stimulants  were  the  most  frequently  identified  drug  class.  The  most 
frequently  cited  probable  causes  were  fatigue  (31  percent)  and  alcohol  and  other  drug 
impairment  (29  percent). 
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The  Board  noted  that  fatigue  and  fatigue-drug  interactions  were  involved  in  more  fatalities 
than  alcohol  and  other  drugs  of  abuse  alone.  The  Safety  Board  also  identified  a  strong 
correlation  between  Federal  hours  of  service  regulation  violations  and  drug  use. 

As  a  result  of  these  investigations,  the  Safety  Board  made  46  recommendations  to 
Federal,  state,  and  private  organizations  calling  for  improvements  in  national  databases 
on  commercial  truck  accidents;  improved  and  standardized  post-accident  toxicological 
specimen  collection,  testing,  and  reporting;  improvements  in  truck  driver  alcohol  and 
other  drug  screening  and  medical  testing  procedures;  automated  devices  to  document 
hours  of  service  violations;  toxicological  testing  of  all  drivers  in  fatal  truck  accidents;  and 
a  variety  of  state  laws  including  a  functional  zero  blood  alcohol  content  for  commercial 
drivers. 

The  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (DHHS)  Mandatory  Guidelines  for 
Federal  Workplace  Drug  Testing  Programs  for  standardized  drug  testing  methodology  and 
procedures  is  under  review  as  a  result  of  recommendations  to  DHHS  and  the  Department 
of  Transportation  (DOT).  The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA) 
is  revising  its  Fatal  Accident  Reporting  System  (FARS)  data  fields  to  report  drug  testing 
data  and  will  make  further  revisions  in  1993  as  a  result  of  the  Board's  recommendations. 
The  Professional  Truck  Driver  Institute  of  America  (PTDIA)  has  acted  upon  the  Board's 
recommendation  to  disseminate  information  from  the  Safety  Board  study  to  its  members. 
Other  recommendations  are  being  reviewed  by  the  recipients,  but  are  receiving  a  lower 
priority.  The  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  has  taken  positive  action  on  driver 
medical  qualification  recommendations.  Also  as  a  result  of  this  study,  the  State  of  Illinois 
established  a  Safe  Trucking  Task  Force  to  review  commercial  truck  operations  in  Illinois 
and  to  make  recommendations  for  improvements. 

The  FHWA  has  begun  a  "zero-based"  regulation  review  with  research  that  is  designed 
to  improve  commercial  truck  safety.  Along  with  this,  the  agency  has  begun  a  four-state 
roadside  drug  and  alcohol  testing  demonstration  project.  The  Board  believes  that  the 
FHWA  is  moving  properly  to  enhance  the  safety  of  commercial  carriers.  The  Board's 
recommendation  to  the  FHWA,  calling  for  a  performance  standard  on  antilock  braking 
systems  for  newly  manufactured  vehicles  with  airbrake  systems,  has  been  added  to  the 
heavy  commercial  truck  safety  issue  area. 


School  Bus  Safety 

In  May  1988,  near  Carrollton,  Kentucky,  a  church  activity  bus  was  struck  head-on  by  a 
pickup  truck,  killing  the  bus  driver  and  26  bus  passengers.  As  a  result  of  its  investigation 
into  this  accident,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  National  Highway  Traffic 
Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  upgrade  current  requirements  in  Federal  safety  standards 
for  school  buses  pertaining  to  emergency  egress,  seating  material  flammability,  and  fuel 
system   integrity.      Also,   recommendations   were   made  to  the   50   States,   church 

-22- 


294 

organizations,  and  activity  groups  to  phase  out  the  use  of  pre-standard  (manufactured 
prior  to  1977)  school  buses  and  to  purchase  only  post-standard  school  buses  for 
passenger  transportation  purposes. 

In  September  1989,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  a  collision  between  a  school  bus  and 
a  truck  at  an  intersection  in  Alton,  Texas.  After  impact,  the  school  bus  left  the  intersection 
and  plunged  approximately  24  feet  into  a  gravel  pit  partially  filled  with  water.  The  school 
bus  came  to  rest  on  its  left  side,  totally  submerged  in  water.  As  a  result  of  the  crash,  21 
of  the  81  students  on  board  the  bus  died.  The  students  who  drowned  did  not  receive 
injuries  which  would  have  prevented  them  from  escaping  the  submerged  school  bus. 
Egress  from  the  school  bus  was  hampered  because  of  a  lack  of  emergency  exits,  and 
because  the  rear  emergency  exit  door  kept  closing  while  students  tried  to  use  it.  The 
remaining  students  escaped  through  the  side  windows  on  the  school  bus  even  though 
these  were  not  designated  as  emergency  exits.  In  July  1990,  the  Safety  Board  made 
recommendations  to  the  NHTSA  and  to  private  school  bus  organizations  to  upgrade 
emergency  exit  capabilities  within  school  buses. 

The  NHTSA  has  issued  final  rules  regarding  emergency  exits,  improved  access  to  side 
emergency  doors,  and  enhanced  visibility  of  emergency  exits  on  school  buses.  Because 
of  this  action  by  the  NHTSA,  the  Board  has  removed  two  safety  recommendations  from 
the  "Most  Wanted"  list.  Decisions  regarding  further  actions  on  improved  interior  material 
flammability  and  fuel  system  integrity  are  still  pending  at  the  NHTSA. 


Passage  of  Administrative  Revocation  of  Driver's  License  Laws  in  All  States 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  passage  of  an  administrative  license  revocation  (ALR) 
law  is  the  single  most  important  step  a  state  can  take  to  combat  drunk  driving.  Under  an 
ALR  statute,  the  police  have  the  right  to  confiscate,  on  the  spot,  the  license  of  a  driver 
who  either  fails  or  refuses  a  breath  test.  The  effects  of  ALR  are  twofold  --  the  licenses 
of  dangerous  drivers  are  revoked  more  quickly,  and  the  public  is  deterred  from  drinking 
and  driving. 

Currently,  34  states  and  the  District  of  Columbia  have  adopted  some  form  of  ALR. 
Sixteen  states  have  not  passed  ALR  legislation.  Studies  have  shown  that  ALR  is 
effective  in  reducing  drunk  driving.  The  insurance  Institute  for  Highway  Safety  found  that 
ALR  laws  reduced  the  involvement  of  drunk  drivers  in  fatal  crashes  by  nine  percent  during 
nighttime  hours,  when  over  half  or  all  fatally-injured  drivers  were  drunk.  A  study 
conducted  by  the  Justice  Department  found  that  ALR  programs  reduced  recidivism  rates 
among  drunk  driving  offenders.  The  most  significant  effect  was  found  in  North  Dakota 
where  the  recidivism  rate  dropped  41  percent  ~  from  29  to  17  percent. 

The  Safety  Board  has  joined  with  the  NHTSA  to  form  a  national  coalition  of  more  than  30 
safety,  law  enforcement,  and  health  groups  to  work  toward  passage  of  ALR  in  the 
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remaining  states.  Since  tine  coalition  began  work,  5  states  have  adopted  ALR.  Despite 
the  efforts  of  this  group,  there  is  significant  opposition  in  several  states,  by  various 
organizations,  including  trial  lawyers  associations;  state-level  civil  liberties  groups;  alcohol 

beverage  industry  associations  or  representatives;  and,  in  a  few  states,  treatment 
providers  and  other  associations  dependent  on  DWI  offender  revenue.  The  Safety  Board 
and  the  NHTSA  will  work  with  these  groups  to  increase  the  likelihood  of  ALR  law 
enactment. 


Mandatory  Use  of  Seatbelts 

On  March  1,  1988,  the  Safety  Board  published  a  report  on  its  study  of  the  performance 
of  lap/shoulder  belt  systems  in  167  motor  vehicle  crashes.  Although  the  Board  found 
several  areas  in  which  seatbelt  systems  could  be  improved,  it  also  found  that  lap/shoulder 

belts  clearly  offer  occupants  of  motor  vehicles  substantial  protection  in  a  wide  variety  of 
crashes.  Data  reported  by  the  NHTSA  are  consistent  with  the  findings  of  the  Safety 
Board  study.  The  NHTSA  estimates  that  19,361  lives  were  saved  between  1984  and 
1989  by  the  use  of  safety  belts.  Of  that  number,  14,191  were  estimated  to  have  been 
saved  as  a  result  of  mandatory  use  laws  (MULs). 

The  Safety  Board  agrees  that  MULs  are  an  effective  way  to  increase  the  use  of 
lap/shoulder  belts  systems.  When  its  study  was  issued  in  1988,  31  states  and  the 
District  of  Columbia  had  already  enacted  MULs,  and  Federal  legislative  proposals  were 
being  considered  to  encourage  the  other  states  to  enact  such  laws.  Because  it  appeared 
that  the  remaining  states  would  quickly  enact  MULs,  the  Safety  Board  directed  its  efforts 
to  the  development  of  other  means  to  increase  the  proper  use  of  seatbelt  systems  and 
of  ways  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  these  systems. 

In  April  1991,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  governors  and  legislative  leaders 
of  Alabama,  Delaware,  Kentucky,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  Nebraska,  New  Hampshire, 
North  Dakota,  Rhode  Island,  South  Dakota,  Vermont,  and  West  Virginia  enact  legislation 
that  would  require  occupants  of  all  passenger  automobiles,  vans,  and  light  trucks  to  use 
lap/shoulder  belt  systems  at  seating  positions  equipped  with  such  belt  systems.  Since 
this  safety  recommendation  was  issued,  Rhode  Island,  Alabama,  Nebraska,  Delaware, 
North  Dakota,  West  Virginia,  and  Vermont  and  Massachusetts,  (effective  February  1, 
1994),  have  enacted  mandatory  seatbelt  use  laws.  The  Maine  legislature  passed  such 
a  law  in  1993,  but  the  Governor  vetoed  the  package. 
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MARINE 

Passage  of  State  Laws  to  Combat  Boating  While  Intoxicated 

Improvements  are  needed  in  recreational  boating  laws  and  regulations  to  deal  effectively 
with  alcohol/drug  abuse  on  the  Nation's  waterways.  Although  action  to  improve 
recreational  boating  laws  has  been  taken  in  many  states,  the  Safety  Board  believes  that 
more  can  and  should  be  done  because  in  some  states  alcohol  involvement  in  recreational 
boating  fatalities  is  as  high  as  80  percent. 

The  Safety  Board  continues  to  push  for  passage  of  state  laws  addressing  alcohol  and 
drug  use  in  recreational  boating.  On  April  13,  1993,  the  Board  adopted  a  recreational 
boating  safety  study  that  updates  information  on  this  issue.  As  part  of  its  report,  the 
Board  addressed  recommendations  to  the  various  States  that  still  need  to  enhance  their 
recreational  boating  regulations. 

To  date,  40  states  and  two  territories  have  strengthened  their  boating-while-intoxicated 
(BWI)  laws.  Most  of  these  actions  were  taken  as  the  direct  result  of  the  Safety  Board's 
study  and  follow-up  activities. 

Foreign  Cruise  Ship  Operation  Out  of  U.S.  Ports 

In  October  1989,  the  Safety  Board  completed  a  major  study  addressing  significant  safety 
deficiencies  related  to  vessel  maintenance,  fire  protection,  and  crew  qualifications  of 
foreign  cruise  ships  operating  out  of  U.S.  ports.  With  the  increasing  numbers  of  foreign 
cruise  ships  carrying  more  U.S.  citizens  each  year,  and  the  Safety  Board's  lack  of 
jurisdiction  to  investigate  accidents  involving  these  vessels  when  they  are  not  operating 
in  U.S.  waters,  the  Safety  Board  is  concerned  that  an  acceptable  level  of  safety  be 
maintained  by  the  cruise  ship  operators.  Some  success  already  has  been  achieved  as 
a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  initiatives  to  improve  cruise  ship  safety.  Requirements  for 
improved  fire  hoses,  low-level  emergency  lighting,  and  fire  detection  systems  were 
adopted  by  the  International  Maritime  Organization  (IMO).  Further  satisfying  Safety 
Board  recommendations  was  the  adoption  of  regulations  to  eventually  eliminate 
grandfathering  provisions  of  the  intemational  regulations  so  that  older  passenger  vessels 
would  be  required  to  meet  the  latest  Safety  of  Life  at  Sea  (SOLAS)  fire  safety 
requirements. 

Despite  these  recent  advances  in  passenger  ship  fire  safety,  the  Safety  Board  believes 
that  there  are  still  areas  where  passenger  ship  safety  may  be  improved.  In  July  1993, 
the  Safety  Board  adopted  a  special  investigation  report,  'Accidents  Involving  Foreign 
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Passenger  Ships  Operating  From  U.S.  Ports  1990-1991"  (NTSB/SIR'93/01)\  wliich 
reported  on  tiie  improvements  made  in  passenger  vessel  safety  and  which  proposed 
safety  recommendations  for  continued  improvement.  These  recommendations  address 
the  need  for  consistent  and  appropriate  interpretation  and  enforcement  of  international 
requirements  as  well  as  the  need  for  improved  emergency  training  and  qualifications  for 
shipboard  crews.  Because  many  of  the  IMO  requirements  are  open  to  wide  interpretation, 
there  is  no  consistency  among  countries  as  to  how  these  safety  requirements  are 
interpreted  or  enforced.  Crew  qualifications  and  emergency  training  continue  to  be  prime 
concerns  of  the  Safety  Board  because  of  repeated  instances  where  an  improper  crew 
response  has  worsened  an  otherwise  minor  incident  to  the  point  where  it  becomes  a 
situation  of  serious  proportions.  In  addition,  current  recruiting  practices  result  in 
passenger  ship  crews  composed  of  the  nationals  from  various  third  world  countries. 
Often  there  are  language  problems  among  crewmembers  and  between  crewmembers  and 
passengers  that  can  have  dire  results  in  an  emergency.  The  safety  of  passenger  vessel 
operations  will  remain  in  the  forefront  of  the  Safety  Board's  marine  safety  program. 

The  Safety  Board's  lack  of  jurisdiction  to  investigate  an  accident  in  international  waters 
involving  a  foreign-registered  passenger  vessel  was  the  focus  of  a  request  for  legislation 
in  1990.  Although  Congress  did  not  act  to  provide  that  jurisdiction,  the  Safety  Board  will 
continue  to  seek  accident  investigation  authority  to  insure  that  U.S.  passengers  aboard 
foreign-flagged  vessels  operating  from  U.S.  ports  receive  the  same  level  of  safety 
oversight  that  exists  for  other  transportation  vehicles. 

This  issue  arose  again  in  the  November  6,  1993,  collision  between  the  Netherlands 
Antilles  Registered  Passenger  Ship  NOORDAf^  and  the  Maltese  Registered  bulk  carrier 
MOUNT  YMITOS.  This  accident  occurred  about  3.7  miles  offshore  near  the  entrance  to 
the  Mississippi  River  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Because  the  accident  site  was  seven  tenths 
of  a  mile  outside  of  the  U.S.  territorial  sea,  the  Safety  Board  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
investigate  the  accident,  even  though  there  were  1 188  U.S.  citizen  passengers  on  board 
who  were  being  returned  to  a  U.S.  port  at  the  time  of  the  accident.  The  Safety  Board 
was  able  to  participate  in  the  Coast  Guard's  investigation  of  this  accident  only  because 
the  Coast  Guard  agreed  to  name  the  Safety  Board  as  a  party  in  interest. 


Fishing  Vessel  Safety 

Each  year,  approximately  250  fishing  vessels  are  lost  and  about  100  fishermen  die  in  the 
commercial  fishing  industry.  The  highest  loss  and  fatality  rates  are  for  larger  vessels,  but 
the  fatality  rates  for  vessels  under  65  feet  long  also  are  extraordinarily  high.  Coast  Guard 
statistics  continue  to  show  a  disproportionate  number  of  fishing  vessel  casualties  in 
relation  to  the  number  of  vessels  in  service.   Improper  loading  and  progressive  flooding 
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continue  to  be  the  primary  causes  in  tlie  capsizing,  foundering,  and  sinl<ing  of  fishing 
vessels.  Physical  changes  to  the  vessels  without  consideration  for  their  effect  on  stability 
and  watertight  integrity  also  are  of  major  concern. 

The  Safety  Board  has  investigated  numerous  commercial  fishing  vessel  accidents  since 
its  investigation  of  the  capsizing  of  the  MA/  LOBSTA  I  off  Point  Judith,  Rhode  Island,  on 
September  23,  1978.  Safety  Board  recommendations  have  been  issued  covering  a 
variety  of  safety  issues  including  licensing  of  fishing  vessel  masters,  requirements  for 
emergency  position  indicating  radio  beacons,  carriage  of  basic  lifesaving  equipment,  and 
crew  training.  The  Safety  Board  anticipates  that  the  Commercial  Fishing  Industry  Vessel 
Regulations,  issued  by  the  Coast  Guard  on  August  14, 1991,  and  pending  legislation  to 
implement  the  licensing  plan,  could  have  significant  beneficial  effects  in  improving  vessel 
and  personnel  safety  in  the  commercial  fishing  industry.  The  Safety  Board,  however,  is 
concerned  that  the  Coast  Guard  has  not  yet  issued  stability  regulations  for  fishing  vessels 
under  79  feet  in  length. 

A  significant  accident  investigated  by  the  Safety  Board  was  the  capsizing  and  sinking  of 
the  162-foot  U.S.  Fish  Processing  Vessel  ALEUTIAN  ENTERPRISE  in  the  Bering  Sea  on 
March  22,  1990,  which  resulted  in  the  deaths  of  nine  persons.  The  vessel  had  31 
persons  aboard  including  1 9  fish  processors  (industrial  employees  who  are  not  mariners) 
in  addition  to  the  crew  and  two  other  persons.  As  a  result  of  its  investigation,  the  Safety 
Board  issued  recommendations  concerning  load  line  legislation.  A  load  line  certification 
enables  the  vessel  to  maintain  adequate  reserve  buoyancy,  and  to  meet  high-water 
tightness  standards.  The  recommendations  specified  that  requirements  for  load  lines  be 
based  on  hazards  and  risks  rather  than  on  unrelated  factors,  such  as  fish  processing 
methods,  thereby  making  load  line  requirements  applicable  to  fishing  vessels  and  fish 
tender  vessels,  as  well  as  fish  processing  vessels.  Assignment  of  the  vessel's  load  line 
helps  to  ensure  adequate  vessel  stability  and  seaworthiness.  Also  of  concern  to  the 
Safety  Board  was  the  difficulty  that  the  Coast  Guard  had  in  identifying  fish  processing 
vessels  that  were  supposed  to  have  load  lines. 

Following  the  accident,  the  Coast  Guard  determined  that  about  100  fish  processing 
vessels  met  the  requirements  for  load  lines,  but  that  60  such  vessels  did  not.  The  Safety 
Board  further  recommended  that,  pending  passage  of  the  proposed  load  line  legislation, 
the  Coast  Guard  require  owners  of  fish  processing  vessels  to  obtain  a  load  line  before 
being  issued  a  certificate  of  documentation. 

In  September  1992,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  its  report  of  the  capsizing  and  sinking  of 
the  U.S.  Fishing  Vessel  SEA  KING  near  Astoria,  Oregon  in  January  1991.  This  report 
restated  the  Board's  position  concerning  the  need  for  commercial  fishing  vessel 
inspection,  and  safety  training  for  fishermen. 
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As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  from  the  fishing  vessel  study  and  from 
subsequent  fishing  vessel  accident  reports  the  Coast  Guard  has  proposed  both  a 
licensing  plan  and  a  vessel  inspection  plan  to  Congress.  The  Safety  Board  is  awaiting 
Congressional  action  on  both  plans. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  acted  positively  to  solve  the  problems  of  basic  lifesaving  equipment 
requirements  for  these  vessels.  However,  there  are  three  additional  areas  of  concern  that 
require  action  by  the  Coast  Guard.  These  include  requirements  for  automatic  dewatering 
systems;  lifesaving  devices  to  keep  all  persons  out  of  the  water  during  an  emergency; 
and  the  licensing  of  vessel  captains. 


PIPEUNE 


Excess  Flow  Valves 

Since  1971,  the  Board  has  advocated  the  use  of  excess  flow  valves  to  minimize  the 
consequences  of  major  gas  leaks  on  service  lines.  In  1981,  it  recommended  that  the 
DOT  require  these  valves  on  all  single  family,  high  pressure  gas  service  lines  newly 
installed  or  renewed.  Although  the  DOT  has  not  yet  acted  to  require  the  use  of  these 
valves,  several  progressive  gas  distribution  system  operators  have  established  practices 
consistent  with  the  Board's  recommendation. 

On  April  21,  1993,  the  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  (RSPA)  issued  a 
Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  (NPRM)  on  "Excess  Flow  Valve  Installation  on  Service 
Lines."  The  Safety  Board  strongly  supports  the  proposed  rule  requiring  excess  flow 
valves  on  service  lines  as  a  major  step  toward  fulfilling  one  of  the  Board's  most  wanted 
recommendations.  However,  in  the  Board's  July  6,  1993,  response,  we  identified  the 
need  for  additional  performance  standards  in  several  areas  that  are  not  included  with  the 
current  version  of  the  proposed  rule.  In  addition,  the  Safety  Board  noted  that  the 
proposed  rule  limits  the  types  of  excess  flow  valves  to  those  without  bypasses  that 
facilitate  the  resetting  of  valves.  Valves  with  bypasses  are  the  most  commonly  used  and 
have  performed  well.  In  fact,  the  cost-benefit  study  for  the  NPRM  was  based  on  valves 
with  bypasses.  The  NPRM  is  in  response  to  Public  Law  102-508  section  104  (Excess 
Flow  Valves  -  October  24, 1992),  which  requires  the  Secretary  (DOT)  to  issue  regulations 
within  18  months. 

In  August  1993  Safety  Board  staff  attended  a  meeting  held  by  RSPA  on  EFVs  in  which 
RSPA  proposed  a  negotiated  regulation.  A  negotiated  regulation  was  not  acceptable  to 
the  industry.  As  a  result  of  that  meeting  a  consensus  group,  that  was  led  by  the 
American  Gas  Association  and  the  Safety  Board,  was  organized  to  develop  an  alternative 
acceptable  rule. 
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In  November  1 993  the  consensus  regulation  that  requested  RSPA  to  reissue  the  rule  with 
a  30-day  comment  period,  was  circulated  for  parties  to  sign.  The  Safety  Board  responded 
in  a  separate  letter  to  AG  A  on  November  9,  1993,  that  they  would  "comment  favorably 
on  the  concepts  contained  in  the  draft  proposed  language".  On  November  19, 1993,  the 
AGA  replied  to  the  Safety  Board's  letter  that  additional  clarification  was  needed.  That 
clarification  was  issued  December  10,  1993,  and  AGA  submitted  the  consensus 
agreement  to  RSPA  on  December  20,  1993. 

This  rule  will  be  the  culmination  of  20  years  of  effort  by  the  Safety  Board  to  see  this  vital 
enhancement  to  pipeline  safety  become  mandatory.  The  Board  will  closely  monitor  any 
further  DOT  rulemaking  action  regarding  this  issue. 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 


Transportation  of  Hazardous  Materials  by  Rail 

Railroad  accidents  have  a  significant  potential  for  disaster  when  hazardous  materials  are 
involved.  For  example,  on  February  2,  1989,  runaway  freight  cars  collided  with 
locomotive  units  in  Helena,  Montana.  The  explosion  of  one  of  the  tank  cars  containing 
hydrogen  peroxide  caused  extensive  damage  to  the  city  and  evacuation  of  many  of  its 
residents.  As  part  of  its  investigation  of  this  accident,  the  Safety  Board  again  focused 
attention  on  the  lack  of  puncture  resistance  protection,  such  as  head  shields  on  tank  cars 
used  to  transport  hydrogen  peroxide  and  other  high-risk  hazardous  materials;  and  the 
failure  of  the  DOT  to  determine  product/tank  car  combinations  that  provide  sufficient 
protection  for  the  transportation  of  hazardous  materials  in  tank  cars. 

The  Safety  Board  concluded  that  needless  risks  are  taken  when  hydrogen  peroxide  and 
other  high-risk  hazardous  materials  are  transported  in  tank  cars  without  puncture 
resistance  protection,  such  as  head  shields,  and  that  the  DOT  has  not  used  safety 
analysis  methods  to  identify  unacceptable  risks  in  transporting  hazardous  materials  and 
to  determine  the  degree  of  risk  presented  by  the  release  of  hazardous  materials. 
Consequently,  the  Board  recommended  that  the  DOT  evaluate  its  present  safety 
standards  for  tank  cars  transporting  hazardous  materials  by  using  safety  analysis 
methods,  and  modify  existing  regulations  to  achieve  acceptable  levels  of  safety  for  each 
product/tank  car  combination.  The  Safety  Board  also  reiterated  to  the  FRA,  the  RSPA, 
and  the  AAR  its  previous  recommendations  for  head  shields  on  aluminum  tank  cars,  and 
it  urged  that  action  be  expedited  to  require  this  protection.  In  addition,  the  Safety  Board 
conducted  a  safety  study  that  focused  on  these  and  other  related  issues  identified  in 
Safety  Board  investigations  (see  Other  Significant  Issues  section). 
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The  Department  of  Transportation  is  moving  forward  with  a  study  designed  to  determine 
the  risk/safety  relationships  of  different  hazardous  materials  being  carried  in  cars  with 
different  kinds  of  protection.  The  studies  are  focusing  on  developing  models  and  drafting 
rules,  and  will  take  some  time  to  complete. 


INTERMODAL 


Hours-of- Work/Human  Fatigue 

In  its  investigations  of  numerous  accidents  in  all  transportation  modes,  the  Safety  Board 
has  identified  serious  and  continuing  problems  concerning  the  far-reaching  effects  of 
fatigue,  sleepiness,  sleep  disorders,  and  circadian  factors  in  transportation  system  safety. 
The  Board  has  identified  a  lack  of  training  for  both  employees  and  supervisors  on  the 
problems  associated  with  work  and  rest  schedules,  and  the  effects  such  schedules  have 
on  safety  and  performance.  It  has  become  apparent  to  the  Board  that  neither 
management  nor  labor  in  the  transportation  industry  properly  considers  the  adverse 
effects  of  irregular  and  unpredictable  cycles  of  work  and  rest  on  vehicle-operating 
personnel.  While  there  has  been  some  private  research  conducted  on  this  issue,  in  1 989 
the  Safety  Board  was  unaware  of  any  systematic  activity  by  the  DOT  to  address  these 
safety  concerns.  Consequently,  the  Safety  Board  issued  safety  recommendations  to  the 
DOT  asking  that  coordinated  research  programs  be  expedited,  that  educational  material 
be  developed  and  disseminated  to  transportation  industry  management  and  other 
personnel  regarding  this  issue,  and  that  all  DOT  regulations  related  to  work  scheduling 
and  hours-of-service  be  reviewed  and  upgraded  to  incorporate  the  results  of  the  latest 
research. 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  responded  to  these  safety  recommendations  on  August 
11,  1989,  citing:  ongoing  human  factors  research  in  the  various  modal  administrations 
of  the  DOT;  the  DOT  Research  and  Development  Coordinating  Council;  the  then 
proposed  DOT  National  Transportation  Policy  statement;  and  ongoing  reviews  of  policy 
regarding  dissemination  of  educational  materials  and  hours-of-service  regulations  in  the 
various  modal  administrations. 

In  further  response  to  these  safety  recommendations,  in  a  September  1990  briefing  of 
Safety  Board  staff,  officials  from  the  DOT  pointed  out  that  DOT  policy  included  the 
conduct  of  a  comprehensive  program  of  research  on  human  factors  in  transportation, 
including  the  causes  of  transportation  accidents  and  the  effects  of  operator  impairment, 
perceptual  errors,  and  fatigue,  as  well  as  design  and  operating  changes  that  can  eliminate 
or  reduce  those  effects.  Each  of  the  modal  administrations  discussed  ongoing  efforts 
related  to  this  issue  and  how  the  individual  efforts  fit  into  the  overall  DOT  policy.  A  further 
briefing  was  provided  in  October  1991. 
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On  June  10,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  again  reiterated  its  concerns  about  the  need  for 
changes  in  the  work/rest  rules  of  the  Hours  of  Service  Act  before  the  House  of 
Representatives,  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce,  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 
and  Hazardous  Materials.  Work/rest  fatigue  accidents  continue  to  occur  even  though 
there  may  be  compliance  with  the  Act.  A  third  briefing  on  this  issue  was  provided  by  the 
DOT  on  September  29,  1993 

A  prolonged,  sustained  effort  will  be  necessary  to  resolve  this  issue.  To  ensure  positive 
results,  the  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  stress  its  importance  and  will  cite  it  in  pertinent 
accident  investigations  in  all  modes.  The  Board  will  arrange  for  annual  progress  briefings 
from  the  DOT  on  this  issue. 


Uniform  Industry- Wide  Policy  on  Collection.  Processing  and  Testing  for  the  Detection  of 
Alcohol  and  Drugs 

Investigations  of  transportation  accidents  conducted  by  the  Safety  Board  have  created 
concern  about  the  prevalence  of  drug  and  alcohol  use  and  its  effect  on  the  safety  of  the 
traveling  public.  Substance  abuse  has  been  particularly  evident  in  highway  accidents 
and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  in  rail,  aviation,  and  marine  accidents.  The  Board  believes  that 
the  problems  of  drug  and  alcohol  use  in  transportation  should  receive  the  highest  level 
of  attention  by  the  DOT,  specifically  in  regard  to  the  DOT'S  drug  and  alcohol  testing 
regulations.  The  Safety  Board  commends  the  efforts  by  the  DOT  to  develop  regulations 
to  eliminate  drug  and  alcohol  use  in  transportation. 

The  Safety  Board,  however,  does  take  exception  to  the  inconsistent  approach  taken  by 
the  DOT  in  the  formulation  of  those  regulations  that  pertain  to  the  drug  and  alcohol  testing 
of  persons  involved  in  accidents  or  incidents.  Substantial  differences  exist  among  the 
post-accident/incident  sampling  and  testing  requirements  for  the  various  transportation 
modes  and  between  the  drug  testing  policies  for  DOT  employees  in  safety  sensitive 
positions  and  for  private  sector  employees.  Furthermore,  the  testing  requirements  of 
many  pertinent  regulations  are  not  sufficient  to  permit  the  Safety  Board  or  the  modal 
agencies  to  identify  the  extent  to  which  drug  and  alcohol  abuse  contributes  to 
transportation  accidents. 

In  1989,  the  Safety  Board  called  upon  the  DOT  to  adopt  uniform  regulations  for  all  drug 
and  alcohol  testing  in  all  transportation  modes  and  for  employees  of  the  DOT  in  safety 
sensitive  positions.  These  regulations  include:  rules  for  post-accident  testing  that  are 
separate  from  other  types  of  testing;  the  inclusion  of  alcohol  and  other  drugs  presently 
omitted  in  some  modes;  and  a  requirement  that  testing  be  done  within  four  hours  of  any 
accident,  in  addition,  instead  of  the  .04  percent  blood  alcohol  concentration  standard  for 
intoxication  now  used  in  some  modes,  a  BAC  standard  of  0.00  should  be  adopted. 
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Although  the  DOT  continues  to  consider  these  recommendations,  little  specific  action  has 
occurred  to  implement  them.  The  DOT  and  the  Safety  Board  have  had  several 
discussions  regarding  these  safety  recommendations  and  the  DOT  offered  a  formal 
response  on  August  3,  1990.  However,  based  on  that  response  and  on  the  various 
meetings  held  between  the  Safety  Board  and  the  DOT  staff,  the  Board  remains 
concerned  that  no  substantive  action  has  been  taken  to  resolve  these  issues.  On  June 
25,  1991,  the  Safety  Board  reiterated  its  concerns  in  this  matter  in  its  final  report  of  the 
December  3,  1990,  ground  collision  of  two  Northwest  Airlines  airplanes  at  Detroit. 

On  December  15,  1992,  the  DOT  published  an  NPRM  addressing  the  testing  of 
transportation  industry  employees  for  drugs  and  alcohol.  The  Board  evaluated  the 
proposed  rule  and  determined  that  it  did  not  address  the  post-accident  testing  called  for 
in  the  Board's  recommendations.  As  a  result,  the  Board  will  continue  to  pursue 
implementation  of  these  recommendations. 
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OTHER  SIGNIFICANT  SAFETY  ISSUES 


The  following  other  significant  safety  issues,  which  have  been  identified  and  explored  in 
completed  or  ongoing  Safety  Board  investigations  and  studies,  provide  additional 
examples  of  the  Board's  efforts  to  ensure  public  confidence  in  the  Nation's  transportation 
system. 


AVIATION 


f\^arvel-Schebler  Model  HA-6  Carburetors 

On  August  7,  1992,  a  1976  Rockwell  International  Model  112TC  airplane,  N30MT,  lost 
engine  power  and  crashed  during  an  approach  to  land  at  the  Winner/Bob  Wiley  Airport, 
Winner,  South  Dakota.  Subsequent  investigation  disclosed  that  a  loss  of  power  occurred 
when  the  shaft  retaining  screw  on  the  Marvel-Schebler  Model  HA-6  carburetor's  rotary 
mixture  control  failed  due  to  excessive  wear.  This  allowed  the  loose  mixture  control  to 
vibrate  out  of  its  proper  position  and  reduce  or  disrupt  fuel  flow  to  the  engine.  An 
accident  precipitated  by  a  similar  Model  HA-6  carburetor  failure  occurred  on  August  23, 
1991,  about  55  miles  southwest  of  Fedonia,  Arizona,  involving  a  1978  Cessna  Model 
R182,  N9067C. 

In  September  1 978,  Marvel-Schebler/Tillotson  (the  original  manufacturer  of  the  model  HA- 
6  carburetor)  issued  Service  Bulletin  (SB)  No.  A1-78,  'Improved  Retaining  Method  for 
Mixture  Control  Assembly  on  Model  HA  Carburetors  With  Rotary  Mixture  Control,"  and 
recommended  that  it  be  complied  with  at  the  next  inspection  or  as  soon  as  possible.  This 
SB,  which  had  not  been  accomplished  on  either  N30MT  or  N9067C,  provides  for  the 
installation  of  a  spring  retainer  to  counteract  end-play  wear  on  the  mixture  control 
assembly  and  retaining  screw  due  to  vibration.  Moreover,  the  spring,  which  can  be 
installed  without  removing  the  carburetor  from  the  engine,  serves  as  an  additional  means 
of  retaining  the  rotary  mixture  control  even  if  the  existing  shaft  retaining  screw  is  worn  or 
broken.  In  February,  1978,  Marvel-Schebler  began  installing  the  spring  retainers  on  all 
newly  manufactured  Model  HA-6  carburetors  and,  shortly  thereafter,  changed  the  design 
of  the  mixture  control  retention  assembly. 

In  addition  to  the  worn  and  broken  carburetor  mixture  control  retaining  screws  evidenced 
above,  several  service  difficulty  reports  also  have  been  submitted  to  the  FAA  referring  to 
similar  problems  on  other  Marvel-Schebler  Model  HA-6  carburetors.  In  order  to  preclude 
the  possibility  of  serious  or  fatal  injuries  as  a  result  of  a  recurrence  of  accidents  similar 
to  those  involving  N30MT  and  N9067C,  the  Safety  Board,  on  June  3, 1 993,  issued  Safety 
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Recommendation  letter  A-93-65  to  the  FAA  regarding  this  matter.  It  recommended  that 
the  FAA  issue  an  AD  applicable  to  all  Marvel-Schebler  Model  HA-6  carburetors 
manufactured  prior  to  February  1 978,  requiring  compliance  with  SB  No.  A1  -78  at  the  next 
100-hour  or  annual  inspection,  whichever  occurs  first. 


Piper  PA-28R  and  PA-44  Nose  Landing  Gear 

A  recent  review  and  evaluation  by  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration's  accident/incident  data  (AID)  and  service  difficulty  reports  (SDRs), 
applicable  to  Piper  PA-28R  series  single-engine  airplanes  and  PA-44  series  twin-engine 
airplanes,  disclosed  that  the  nose  landing  gear  in  these  airplanes  frequently  collapsed. 
Between  January  1986,  and  June  1993,  these  airplanes  were  involved  in  87  such 
occurrences,  and  96  SDRs  were  submitted  concerning  nose  landing  gear  malfunctions. 
A  significant  number  of  the  collapsed  nosegear  occurrences,  primarily  those  involving  PA- 
44  airplanes,  are  due  to  broken  AN4-20  bolts,  which  are  used  to  connect  the  nosegears' 
lower  drag  link  to  the  upper  drag  link. 

On  July  29, 1 986,  Piper  issued  Service  Letter  No.  988,  "Nose  Landing  Gear  Modification" 
applicable  to  both  PA-28R  and  PA-44  series  airplanes.  This  Service  Letter  announced 
the  availability  of  a  Nose  Landing  Gear  Modification  Kit  which,  when  installed,  will  reduce 
the  possibility  of  damage.  The  modification  kits  consist  essentially  of  a  close  tolerance 
bolt,  four  bearings,  and  other  associated  hardware  to  be  installed  on  the  draglink 
assembly.  The  close  tolerance  NAS464P4-27  bolt  provided  replaces  the  AN4-20  bolts 
used  to  connect  the  upper  and  lower  draglinks. 

On  September  23,  1993,  the  Safety  Board  issued  Safety  Recommendation  A-93-1 17  to 
the  FAA  recommending  the  issuance  of  an  AD  applicable  to  Piper  PA-28R  and  PA-44 
series  airplanes  requiring  compliance  with  Piper  Service  Letter  No.  988  at  the  next  annual 
or  100-hour  inspection,  whichever  occurs  first. 


Cessna  172RG  Main  Landing  Gear  Pivot  Assembly 

On  April  2,  1991,  the  pilot  of  a  Cessna  Model  172RG,  N9592B,  made  an  intentional 
wheels-up  landing  at  DuPage  Airport,  West  Chicago,  Illinois,  after  repeated  attempts  to 
lower  the  landing  gear  resulted  in  extension  of  only  the  left  main  and  nose  gears.  The 
airplane,  which  had  accumulated  a  total  time  of  4,567  hours  in  service,  sustained  only 
minor  damage,  and  neither  of  the  two  persons  aboard  was  injured.  A  metallurgical 
examination  disclosed  that  the  splined  aluminum  shaft  on  the  right  main  landing  gear  pivot 
assembly  (P.N.  2441 1 00-1 )  had  failed  in  torsional  overload.  Cracks  were  observed  at  the 
roots  of  many  of  the  spline  teeth  and  were  observed  to  have  propagated  a  significant 
distance  into  the  shaft.  The  left  main  landing  gear  pivot  assembly  was  found  cracked  in 
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the  same  location.  Fracture  of  the  splined  shaft  separated  the  pivot  assembly  and  gear 
strut  from  the  hydraulic  actuator,  making  mechanical  extension  of  the  landing  gear 
impossible. 

Since  1988,  there  have  been  a  significant  number  of  incidents  involving  fractured  spline- 
shafts  on  Cessna  Model  172RG  main  landing  gear  pivot  assemblies.  Moreover,  between 
January  1,  1986,  and  February  26,  1993,  20  Service  Difficulty  Reports  (SDR)  were 
submitted  to  the  FAA  regarding  main  landing  gear  pivot  assemblies  on  these  airplanes. 
These  reports  reflect  two  failure  modes  related  to  cracking  or  fracture  of  the  pivot 
assembly  shaft  in  two  distinct  areas  of  the  spline.  Therefore,  on  June  28,  1993,  the 
Safety  Board  issued  recommendations  A-93-74  and  -75  to  the  FAA  regarding  this  matter. 
The  first  recommended  that  the  FAA  issue  an  AD  applicable  to  Model  172RG  airplanes 
requiring  an  initial  inspection  of  main  landing  gear  pivot  assemblies  at  2000  hours  time-in- 
service  and  at  appropriate  intervals  thereafter.  The  second  recommended  that  the  FAA 
require  the  Cessna  Aircraft  Company  to  change  the  design  of  the  splined  pivot  shaft  in 
the  main  landing  gear  of  these  airplanes  to  improve  its  structural  integrity  and  durability 
and  preclude  the  requirement  for  repetitive  inspection. 


Piper  Cheyenne  In-Flight  Loss  of  Control 

On  November  5,  1992,  a  turboprop-powered  Piper  Cheyenne  Model  PA-31T-620 
experienced  a  loss  of  elevator  pitch  control  and  entered  a  series  of  pitch  oscillations, 
climbing  and  descending,  until  the  pilot  eventually  regained  control  and  stabilized  the 
airplane  at  flight  level  21 0  through  the  judicious  use  of  engine  power  and  the  elevator  trim 
tab.  He  then  declared  an  emergency  and  subsequently  landed  without  further  incident. 
A  subsequent  inspection  of  the  airplane  disclosed  that  the  aft  rod  end  bearing  (P/N 
49261-02)  connecting  the  elevator  control  tube  to  the  elevator  horn  had  failed  due  to 
fatigue  cracking,  separating  into  two  pieces  in  the  threaded  section.  As  a  result,  the 
elevator  control  was  mechanically  disconnected  from  the  pilot's  control  yoke  and  the 
elevator  downspring. 

In  view  of  this  accident  and  two  other  fatal  accidents  involving  in-flight  loss  of  control  for 
undetermined  reasons  in  similar  airplanes,  the  Safety  Board,  on  August  31, 1993,  issued 
several  Urgent  Recommendations  to  the  FAA.  The  Safety  Board  recommended,  among 
other  things,  that  the  FAA  issue  an  AD,  applicable  to  all  Piper  Cheyenne  PA-31T  series 
turboprop  airplanes,  requiring  an  inspection  of  the  elevator  control  tube  assembly  and  rod 
end  bearing  for  evidence  of  cracks  or  excessive  wear.  The  Safety  Board  also 
recommended  that  the  FAA  require  that  the  maintenance  inspection  program  of  all 
certificate  holders  operating  Piper  PA-31  series  airplanes  under  14CFR  Part  135  include 
requirements  for  a  similar  inspection  of  the  primary  and  secondary  flight  surface  control 
tube  assemblies  (pushrods)  and  rod  end  bearings  in  these  airplanes. 
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FAA  Flight  Inspection  Airplane 


On  October  26,  1993,  a  Beech  model  300  KingAir,  operated  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  crashed  near  Front  Royal,  Virginia.  The  airplane  was  operated  by  the  FAA 
Flight  Inspection  Area  Office  in  Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey.  Shortly  before  the  accident  the 
flightcrew  had  completed  a  flight  check  of  the  instrument  landing  system  at  Winchester, 
Virginia.  At  the  time  of  the  accident  the  airplane  was  being  operated  under  visual  flight 
rules  and  the  flightcrew  was  in  the  process  of  obtaining  an  instrument  flight  rules 
clearance  to  their  next  destination  of  Newport  News,  Virginia.  Witnesses  reported  that 
there  were  low  clouds  and  fog  obscuring  the  mountains  and  that  the  airplane  was  flying 
near  the  base  of  the  clouds  at  the  time  of  the  accident.  Although  the  investigation  is  still 
in  process,  the  Safety  Board  has  made  several  recommendations  to  the  FAA.  The 
recommendations  address  the  surveillance  FAA  flight  operations,  the  modification  of 
procedures  used  by  the  flightcrew,  and  changes  to  the  flightcrew  training  programs. 


Instrument  Landing  System  (ILS^  Signal  Deviations 

On  November  16, 1993,  a  United  Airlines  Boeing  757  experienced  a  uncommanded  veer 
to  the  left  shortly  after  touchdown  at  Orlando,  Florida.  At  the  time  of  the  incident,  the 
airplane  was  on  an  AUTOLAND  approach  to  a  CAT-I  runway  in  VFR  conditions.  The 
flightcrew  reported  that  the  approach  and  touchdown  were  normal  but  the  airplane 
suddenly  deviated  about  30  feet  to  the  left  of  the  runway  centerline.  The  captain 
disengaged  the  autopilot  and  corrected  the  airplane  back  to  the  centerline.  On  November 
25, 1 993,  another  United  757  experienced  a  similar  uncommanded  veer  to  the  right  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  airplane  was  also  configured  for  an  AUTOLAND  approach  and 
landing  in  VFR  conditions  but  to  a  CAT-II  runway.  Additionally,  the  Safety  Board  has 
recently  learned  of  a  similar  event  that  occurred  in  Paris,  France,  involving  a  Boeing  767. 
The  investigations  indicate  that  the  cause  of  the  veers  was  deviations  of  the  ILS  signal. 
In  VFR  conditions  the  normal  ILS  signal  protections  may  not  be  in  place  on  CAT-II  and 
III  runways,  and  on  CAT-I  runways  the  validity  of  the  ILS  signal  is  not  measured  below 
50  feet  above  the  ground.  The  Safety  Board  is  examining  the  actions  that  should  be 
taken  to  further  prevent  such  incidents  and  possibly  prevent  an  accident. 


Uncommanded  Rudder  Inputs  during  AUTOLAND  Landings 

On  June  15,  1993,  United  flight  940  veered  off  the  runway  while  landing  at  Frankfort, 
Germany.  The  flightcrew  reported  that  shortly  after  touchdown  there  was  an 
uncommanded  right  rudder  input  and  that  the  opposite  rudder  would  not  correct  the 
problem.  When  the  airplane  departed  the  right  side  of  the  runway,  it  was  being  manually 
flown,  and  the  autopilot  had  been  disconnected.  The  flightcrew  stated  that  the  rudder 
worked  correctly  and  they  were  able  to  get  the  airplane  back  on  to  the  runway  when  the 
rudder  suddenly  stuck  to  the  right  once  again.  The  investigation  of  the  accident  has  been 
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delegated  to  the  Safety  Board  by  the  government  of  Germany.  The  CVR  and  DFDR  were 
brought  to  the  Safety  Board  laboratory  for  examination.  Although  the  investigation  is  still 
in  progress,  there  have  been  no  firm  leads  as  to  the  cause  of  the  uncommanded  rudder 
input. 


Piper  PA-31  Engine  Cowls 

On  May  1,  1991,  a  Piper  PA-31  crashed  near  Bennett,  Colorado,  killing  the  pilot.  The 
Safety  Board  investigation  of  the  accident  disclosed  that  the  left  engine  cowl  assembly 
had  separated  in  flight  and  struck  and  damaged  the  upper  portions  of  the  vertical  fin  and 
rudder.  A  review  of  service  difficulty  reports  and  accident/incident  data  disclosed  at  least 
22  other  reports  of  in-flight  loosening  or  separation  of  PA-31  engine  cowls.  As  a  result, 
the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA  require  the  inspection  of  all  PA-31  engine 
cowls  at  the  next  annual  or  100-hour  inspection;  the  application  of  decals  and/or  paint 
stripes  on  the  cowls  to  indicate  open  and  locked  positions  of  cowl  fasteners;  and  the 
amendment  of  PA-31  preflight  inspection  procedures  to  ensure  that  all  cowl  fasteners  are 
securely  fastened. 

The  FAA  currently  is  reviewing  these  safety  recommendations  with  the  Piper  Aircraft 
Corporation.  The  FAA  also  has  published  an  article  in  Advisory  Circular  (AC)  43-16, 
"General  Aviation  Airworthiness  Alerts",  emphasizing  the  hazards  of  in-flight  engine  cowl 
separation  and  the  importance  of  ensuring  that  cowl  assemblies  are  properly  secured 
during  preflight. 


Boeing  747  Autopilot  System 

In  December  of  1991,  the  Safety  Board  participated  in  the  Canadian  investigation  of  an 
in-flight  upset  of  a  Boeing  747  airplane.  The  cargo  plane,  carrying  a  crew  of  five,  slowly 
rolled  into  a  95  degree  bank  while  the  airplane  was  being  operated  on  the  autopilot.  The 
crew  regained  control  of  the  airplane  and  made  an  emergency  landing,  averting  the  loss 
of  the  airplane.  During  the  upset,  the  airplane  fell  nearly  two  miles  and  sustained  major 
structural  damage.  The  investigation  revealed  areas  of  concern  in  the  design  of  the 
autopilot  system.  As  a  direct  result  of  its  participation  in  the  investigation,  the  Safety 
Board  issued  recommendations  to  the  FAA  to  review  the  autopilot  system  design  and 
correct  any  deficiencies  for  the  Boeing  747  series  airplanes.  Recommendations  also  were 
made  to  examine  autopilot  systems  of  other  transport  airplanes  and  to  incorporate  a 
warning  system  on  the  Boeing  747  series  airplanes  that  will  alert  the  pilots  when  the 
airplane  exceeds  normal  in-flight  bank  angles. 

In  July  1 992,  the  FAA  responded  favorably  to  the  Board's  recommendations.  The  Safety 
Board  will  continue  to  monitor  this  issue  until  its  recommendations  are  implemented. 
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Thermal  Protection  Standards  for  Flight  Recorders 

Since  1 989,  eleven  accidents  have  occurred  in  which  vital  flight  recorder  information  from 
cockpit  voice  and  flight  data  recorders  was  lost  as  a  result  of  the  thermal  destruction  of 
the  magnetic  tape  recording  media.  These  eleven  accidents  involved  12  of  the  99  flight 
recorders  known  to  have  sustained  thermal  damage  by  post-impact  fires  since  1966. 

An  examination  of  the  fire  survival  data  clearly  indicates  the  vulnerability  to  post-impact 
fires  of  recorders  qualified  to  the  minimums  required  by  the  nearly  20-year-old  guidelines 
of  Technical  Standard  Orders  (TSO)  C51  a  and  C84.  The  45  percent  loss  of  the  recording 
media  experienced  by  these  recorders  when  exposed  to  post-impact  fires  is  unacceptable. 

Historical  fire  survival  data  also  indicate  the  superiority  of  the  recently  issued  TSO  C124 
(and  CI  23)  over  TSO  C51a  (and  TSO  084)  in  prevention  of  the  thermal  destruction  of 
the  recording  media  in  post-impact  fires.  However,  the  recent  loss  of  data  from  thermal 
damage  of  three  recorders  that  met  the  fire  protection  requirement  of  TSO  CI  24  raises 
the  questions  about  the  adequacy  of  the  fire  test  requirements  in  TSO  CI  24  (and  01 23). 
In  nearly  all  the  accidents  in  which  the  recording  media  were  destroyed  or  damaged  by 
fire,  the  fires  have  been  of  relatively  low  temperature  (from  250°  to  850°  C)  for  an 
extended  duration  (2  to  46  hours).  The  test  requirements  in  TSO  01 24  (and  0123) 
address  only  the  short-term,  high  intensity  fire  (30  minutes  at  1,100°  0). 

In  May  1992,  the  Safety  Board  issued  recommendations  to  the  FAA  that  would  phase  out 
recorders  that  only  meet  TSO  051  a  or  084  standards.  In  addition,  the  Board 
recommended  that  the  FAA  conduct  a  study,  based  on  accident  case  histories,  to 
determine  a  realistic  thermal  profile  and  test  protocol  for  improved  flight  recorder  fire  test 
requirements  that  reflect  the  actual  environment  of  post-impact  fires.  The  Safety  Board 
also  recommended  that  the  FAA  issue  new  technical  standards  based  on  the  findings  of 
the  study.  The  FAA  concurred  with  the  Board's  recommendation  and  a  study  is  under 
way  at  the  FAA's  technical  center. 

However,  the  Safety  Board  is  concerned  that  this  report  may  not  be  expeditiously 
incorporated  into  revised  flight  recorder  TSOs.  The  Technical  Center  released  a  similar 
test  report  in  1970,  which  concluded  that  the  fire  test  criteria  in  effect  at  the  time,  TSOs 
C51a  and  084  were  not  adequate.  In  spite  of  this,  and  the  issuance  of  updated  flight 
recorder  TSOs  (0123, 1991  and  0124, 1992),  TSOs  051a  and  084  remain  in  effect.  The 
FAA  agreed  to  cancel  TSOs  051a  and  C84  in  August  1992,  but  has  yet  to  take  any 
action. 
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Piper  PA-25  In-Flight  Wing  Separation 


On  September  21,  1991,  a  Piper  PA-25-235  crashed  in  a  field  near  Brewton,  Alabama, 
after  the  left  wing  separated  from  the  airplane.  The  airplane  had  completed  a  chemical 
spraying  run  in  a  field  and  was  performing  a  pull-up  maneuver  when  the  structural  failure 
occurred.  The  airplane  was  substantially  damaged  and  the  pilot  suffered  serious  injuries. 
Examination  of  the  front  spar  attachment  for  the  left  wing  disclosed  evidence  of  a 
progressive  separation  on  the  fuselage  side  of  the  attachment.  There  also  was  an 
extensive  oxidation  layer  between  the  sections  making  up  this  fitting  assembly,  indicating 
that  the  corrosion  had  occurred  over  an  extended  period  of  time.  However,  there  are  no 
Piper  service  bulletins  (SB)  or  FAA  (ADs)  for  the  model  PA-25  airplane  that  address  the 
wing  front  spar  fuselage  attachment  assembly.  As  a  result  of  this  investigation  the  Safety 
Board  issued  an  urgent  safety  recommendation  to  the  FAA  calling  for  the  immediate 
inspection  for  corrosion  and  cracking  of  wing  front  spar  fuselage  attachment  assemblies; 
repair,  by  an  FAA  approved  method,  of  any  fitting  assembly  that  contains  cracking  or 
corrosion  damage;  and  periodic  inspection  of  the  wing  front  spar  fuselage  attachment 
assemblies  at  intervals  that  will  detect  cracking  before  it  becomes  critical  to  safe  operation 
of  the  airplane. 

In  its  response  of  July  16,  1992,  the  FAA  agreed  with  the  intent  of  the  recommendation 
and  said  it  would  consider  issuing  an  NPRM  to  address  these  problems.  Because  the 
FAA  did  not  take  prompt  action  to  issue  an  AD,  the  Safety  Board  classified  Safety 
Recommendation  A-92-36  "Open-Unacceptable  Response." 

On  May  21,  1993,  another  Piper  PA-25  airplane  crashed  in  Essex,  Iowa,  and  the  pilot 
sustained  fatal  injuries.  The  Safety  Board  determined  that  fatigue  cracking  of  the  wing 
attachment  fitting  caused  the  in-flight  wing  separation  of  this  airplane  crash.  On 
September  8,  1993,  over  a  year  after  it  received  the  urgent  recommendation,  the  FAA 
issued  an  NPRM  (docket  No.  92-CE-63-AD)  proposing  to  adopt  an  AD  for  certain  Piper 
PA-25  series  airplanes  that  would  require  repetitive  inspections  of  wing  forward  spar 
fuselage  attachment  assemblies  for  cracks  or  corrosion,  and  replace  or  repair  any  cracked 
or  corroded  part.  The  Safety  Board  supported  the  inspection  methods  and  repair 
procedures  described  in  the  proposed  AD.  However,  since  the  FAA  failed  to  issue  an  AD 
in  a  timely  manner  the  Safety  Board  reclassified  Safety  Recommendation  A-92-36  as 
■Closed-Unacceptable  Response"  and  on  October  28, 1993  issued  recommendation  A- 
93-126,  again  asking  the  FAA  to  issue  an  emergency  AD  pertaining  to  the  inspection  and 
repair  of  wing  forward  spar  fuselage  attachment  assemblies  on  Piper  PA-25  airplanes. 


Boeing  747  Cargo  Door  Wiring  Bundle  Chafing 

On  June  13,  1991,  while  at  John  F.  Kennedy  Airport,  Jamaica,  New  York,  maintenance 
personnel  found  that  the  aft  cargo  door  on  a  Boeing  747  airplane  would  not  open.  During 
subsequent  troubleshooting  of  the  door,  chafed  electrical  wires  in  the  wiring  bundle 
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between  the  fuselage  and  the  door  shorted  and  the  door  began  to  open  without  activation 
of  the  door  open  switches.  The  area  with  the  shorted  wires  was  within  a  flexible  conduit 
that  was  intended  to  protect  the  wires  from  damage.  The  wire  chafing  was  caused  by 
sharp  edges  of  circumferential  cracks  in  the  conduit.  The  cracks  were  caused  by 
repeated  flexing  of  the  conduit  during  opening  and  closing  of  the  door.  The  Safety  Board 
recommended  that  the  FAA  require  periodic  inspection  of  the  aircraft  cargo  door  wiring 
bundle  on  Boeing  747  airplanes  and  that  the  flexible  conduit  on  the  forward  cargo  door 
be  evaluated  to  determine  if  the  underlying  wiring  bundle  also  should  be  inspected. 

The  FAA  issued  an  NPRM  addressing  the  Safety  Board's  concerns  of  wire  bundle  chafing 
in  B747  cargo  doors.  Then  on  December  21 , 1 992,  the  FAA  withdrew  the  NPRM  stating 
that,  "at  least  four  independent  failures  must  occur  in  order  to  drive  the  door  latches  to 
the  open  position."  The  FAA  also  stated  in  a  letter  to  the  Safety  Board  that  mandatory 
safety  improvements  to  the  Boeing  747  cargo  doors  provide  an  adequate  level  of  safety 
to  prevent  an  uncommanded  opening  of  a  cargo  door. 

The  FAA  also  expressed  concern  that  the  recommended  inspections  could  result  in 
damage  to  the  wire  bundle  insulation  during  the  intrusive  inspection.  Based  on  the  level 
of  redundancy  that  now  exists  to  prevent  inadvertent  door  opening  in  flight,  the  Safety 
Board  classified  the  recommendations  on  this  subject  as  "Closed-Reconsidered."  The 
Safety  Board  will  continue  to  monitor  failures  or  faults  involving  this  installation  and  will 
initiate  further  action  if  warranted. 


Saab  340A  Propeller  Gearbox  Shaft  Failure 

On  November  21 , 1 991 ,  the  right  propeller  separated  from  a  Saab  340A  airplane.  During 
several  minutes  of  heavy  vibration  preceding  the  separation,  the  crew  did  not  remove 
power  from  the  vibrating  engine.  Fortunately,  the  separated  propeller  did  not  contact  the 
airplane  after  it  broke  free,  and  no  damage  or  injury  resulted.  After  the  separation,  the 
propeller  fell  into  Lake  Erie  and  the  airplane  landed  safely  in  Buffalo,  New  York.  The  loss 
of  the  propeller  was  a  result  of  fatigue  cracking  in  the  forward  end  of  the  gearbox  shaft 
to  which  the  propeller  hub  is  bolted.  An  elongated  inclusion  area  intersected  the  fracture 
surface  approximately  at  the  origin  area  of  the  fatigue  crack  and  may  have  been  the 
cause  of  crack  initiation.  The  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA  require  periodic 
inspection  of  the  gearbox  shafts  on  applicable  engines  and  that  pilots  be  advised  to 
consider  shutting  down  a  vibrating  engine  as  soon  as  practical. 

The  FAA  did  not  act  on  the  Safety  Board's  pilot  advisory  recommendation;  however,  Saab 
issued  an  All  Operators  Letter  that  met  the  Safety  Board's  concern  in  this  area.  The  FAA 
did  require  a  one-time  inspection  of  the  gearbox  shafts.  General  Electric  is  developing 
tooling  and  procedures  to  uitrasonicaily  inspect  shafts  currently  in  service,  and  the  FAA 
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has  indicated  that  the  inspection  will  be  mandated  once  it  is  developed.  Because  the 
ultrasonic  inspection  is  expected  to  detect  defects  that  can  initiate  cracking,  a  mandatory 
inspection  program  of  this  type  would  satisfy  the  Safety  Board's  concerns  in  this  area. 


Piper  PA-46  Series  Ivlalibu/Mirage  Airplanes 

Between  May  31,  1989,  and  March  17,  1991,  seven  Piper  PA-46  series  Malibu  and 
Mirage  airplanes  were  involved  in  fatal  accidents  in  the  United  States,  Mexico,  and  Japan. 
In-flight  structural  failures  of  the  wings  and  empennage  following  unexplained  departures 
from  controlled  flight  were  cited  in  each  of  these  accidents.  In  response  to  the  alarming 
number  of  these  accidents  in  such  a  short  period  of  time,  the  Safety  Board  conducted  a 
special  investigation.  The  intensive  investigation  examined  a  number  of  areas  including 
the  adequacy  of  the  airplane  design  certification  requirements,  the  aircraft's  structural 
integrity,  the  aircraft  systems,  flight  performance,  autopilot,  and  human  performance 
issues,  including  pilot  training.  The  report,  which  was  adopted  by  the  Safety  Board  on 
July  21, 1992,  contains  details  regarding  the  Malibu  accidents  and  related  incidents,  and 
technical  information  relating  to  the  various  phases  of  the  special  investigation.  As  a 
result  of  the  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  issued  six  safety  recommendations  to  the 
FAA  calling  for  more  stringent  pilot  training  requirements  for  pilots  of  small  pressurized 
airplanes,  the  addition  of  a  pitot  heat  operating  light  in  PA-46  and  similar  airplanes, 
revision  of  checklists  in  the  pilot  operating  handbook  and  the  airplane  flight  manual  for 
PA-46  and  similar  airplanes,  and  improved  training  material  for  integrated  flight  guidance 
and  control  systems.  Since  the  report  was  issued,  there  have  been  two  additional 
accidents  involving  the  Malibu,  one  in  Finland,  and  one  in  Sweden.  The  Safety  Board  is 
providing  technical  assistance  to  both  investigations.  The  FAA  advised  the  Safety  Board 
on  November  30,  1992,  that  it  generally  agreed  with,  and  planned  future  actions  to 
address  the  Board's  safety  recommendations. 


McDonnell-Douglas  MD-80 

On  December  27,  1991,  a  Scandinavian  Airlines  System  MD-80  crashed  shortly  after 
takeoff  from  Stockholm,  Sweden.  The  pilot  was  able  to  crash  land  the  airplane  in  an 
open  field  with  only  seven  serious  and  seven  minor  injuries  among  the  129  people  on 
board.  The  accident  was  investigated  by  the  Government  of  Sweden  with  the  assistance 
of  Safety  Board  investigators.  The  investigation  determined  that  clear  ice  had 
accumulated  on  the  airplane's  wings  and  came  loose  during  takeoff.  The  ice  was  then 
ingested  by  the  engines  which  caused  the  engines  to  surge  severely,  lose  power,  and 
eventually  flame  out  completely.  A  final  report  was  issued  by  the  Swedish  Investigation 
Commission  on  October  20,  1993.  The  investigation  determined  that  the  reaction  of  the 
airplane's  autothrottle  system  was  incompatible  with  the  power  recovery  requirements  of 
a  surging  engine.  The  FAA  has  since  issued  an  airworthiness  directive  that  informs  pilots 
to  disengage  the  autothrottle  system  if  an  engine  surges  during  takeoff.  Additionally,  the 
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manufacturer  has  modified  the  programming  of  the  autothrottle  system  to  prevent  similar 
such  occurrences.  As  a  result  of  the  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  issued  a 
recommendation  to  the  FAA  to  require  that  dynamic  forces  be  considered  during  the 
certification  of  overhead  stowage  bins  rather  that  the  current  static  loads.  The  FAA 
responded  that  it  will  take  positive  action  to  address  the  Board's  concerns. 


Aircraft  Maintenance 

The  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the  September  11,  1991,  in-flight  breakup  of  a 
Continental  Express,  Embraer  Brasilia  EMB-1 20  airplane,  near  Eagle  Lake,  Texas,  found 
that  the  airplane  had  undergone  maintenance  work  in  the  Continental  Express  hangar  the 
night  before  the  accident.  During  the  second  shift,  the  scheduled  removal  and 
replacement  of  both  the  left  and  right  horizontal  stabilizer  leading  edge/deice  boot 
assemblies  was  initiated.  Two  mechanics  and  an  inspector  assisting  in  the  work  gained 
access  to  the  "T-Tail"  and  removed  the  screws  from  the  top  of  the  left  side  leading  edge. 
However,  a  maintenance  personnel  shift  change  occurred  before  the  work  was  completed, 
and  the  upper  screws  were  not  replaced. 

The  airplane  was  assigned  a  morning  passenger  flight  from  Houston  to  Laredo,  Texas. 
The  accident  took  place  on  the  return  trip  from  Laredo  to  Houston.  A  detailed 
investigation  was  completed  on  the  maintenance  procedures  and  personnel  activity  at  the 
Houston  base  of  Continental  Express.  The  investigation  revealed  deficiencies  by 
maintenance  personnel  in  complying  with  the  company  procedures  outlined  in  the 
Company's  General  Maintenance  Manual  (GMM),  and  deficiencies  in  general  supervision 
and  management  practices  in  the  maintenance  department. 

As  a  result  of  these  findings  the  Safety  Board  issued  two  recommendations  to  the  FAA. 
The  first  was  to  enhance  FAA  surveillance  of  Continental  Express,  and  the  second  was 
to  enhance  FAA  program  guidelines. 


Aircraft  Maonetos 

Since  1985,  the  Safety  Board  has  cited  aircraft  magnetos  as  a  cause  or  factor  in  92 
general  aviation  accidents  involving  22  fatalities  and  21  serious  injuries.  Magnetos  are 
often  viewed  as  integral  ignition  modules  and  are  inspected,  serviced,  overhauled,  or 
replaced  only  when  gross  malfunction  or  failure  occurs.  For  example,  in  performing 
annual  and  100-hour  inspections  of  reciprocating  engine-powered  aircraft,  maintenance 
personnel  normally  do  not  remove  magnetos  since  there  is  no  specific  regulatory 
requirement  for  their  routine  periodic  removal,  overhaul,  or  comprehensive  inspection.  As 
a  result,  there  is  no  assurance  that  the  magneto  components  are  in  proper  condition  or 
that  the  magnetos  are  capable  of  continued  safe,  reliable  operation.  Therefore,  on  April 
29, 1 992,  the  Safety  Board  issued  several  recommendations  to  the  FAA  indicating,  among 
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other  things,  that  magnetos  should  be  removed,  disassembled,  and  inspected  every  500 
hours  and  overhauled  at  appropriate  intervals  in  accordance  with  the  magneto 
manufacturer's  maintenance  guidelines  and  detailed  overhaul  procedures.  The 
recommendations  affect  an  estimated  150,000  airplanes.  The  FAA  has  published  an 
article  concerning  magneto  maintenance  in  AC  No.  43-16  and  is  considering  an  AD 
regarding  magneto  ignition  coils.  The  Safety  Board  has  asked  the  FAA  to  consider 
requiring  periodic  magneto  inspection  and  overhaul  under  its  Aviation  Rulemaking 
Advisory  Committee. 


Flight  Attendant  Emergency  Procedure  Training  Programs 

The  FAA  requires  that  air  carriers  w/ho  operate  airplanes  with  nine  or  more  passenger 
seats  under  14  CFR  121  and  19  passenger  seats  under  14  CFR  135  have  flight 
attendants  on  board  to  perform  safety  related  duties.  These  duties  typically  include 
preparing  the  cabin  and  the  passengers  for  takeoff  and  landing;  conducting  pre-departure 
and  pre-landing  safety  briefings;  maintaining  seat  belt  discipline  during  turbulence; 
locating  and  attacking  cabin  fires;  maintaining  communications  and  coordination  among 
and  between  the  flightcrew  and  flight  attendants  during  emergencies;  attending  to  ill  or 
injured  passengers  and  crewmembers;  ensuring  that  passengers  respond  properly  during 
a  decompression;  preparing  the  cabin  and  the  passengers  for  a  ditching,  and  if  there  is 
a  ditching,  controlling  the  flow  of  passengers  into  life  rafts  and  operating  water  survival 
equipment;  and  opening  the  emergency  exits  and  controlling  the  flow  of  passengers  onto 
the  evacuation  slides.  Air  carriers  are  required  by  the  FAA  to  conduct  extensive  initial 
training  and  recurrent  training  every  12  months  thereafter  for  all  flight  attendants  to 
provide  the  knowledge,  skills,  and  abilities  to  perform  emergency  procedures  and  to 
operate  emergency  equipment.  The  FAA-approved  recurrent  training  programs  can 
employ  such  training  techniques  as  workbooks  that  are  completed  at  home  before  the 
class,  a  variety  of  audio-visual  aids,  computer  assisted  teaching  aids,  and  mockups  or 
other  training  devices  that  provide  hands-on  operation  of  emergency  exits,  fire 
extinguishers,  megaphones,  protective  breathing  equipment,  and  oxygen  systems.  Flight 
attendants  must  successfully  complete  emergency  procedures  training  to  qualify  for  all 
types  of  airplanes  on  which  they  may  be  required  to  serve. 

The  Safety  Board  reviewed  its  investigations  of  accidents  and  incidents  where  information 
was  available  on  flight  attendant  performance  during  emergency  situations.  There  are 
many  examples  of  flight  attendants  who  have  performed  extremely  well,  even  heroically, 
during  life-threatening  emergencies. 

In  several  recent  accidents  that  involved  air  carriers  that  operate  under  14  CFR  121.  the 
Safety  Board  found  that  although  flight  attendants  provided  valuable  assistance  to 
passengers  during  emergency  situations,  they  did  not  always  follow  their  air  carrier's 
approved  emergency  procedures,  did  not  perform  their  duties  in  accordance  with  their 
training,  or  lacked  knowledge  about  emergency  equipment  and  procedures.   Following 
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two  recent  accidents,  the  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  number  of  injuries  sustained 
by  passengers  during  the  emergency  evacuations  actually  increased  because  of  flight 
attendant  actions,  although  their  performance  did  not  adversely  affect  occupant  survival. 
In  other  situations  the  same  actions  could  have  disastrous  results. 

The  Safety  Board  strongly  believes  that  the  ability  of  flight  attendants  to  perform  their 
duties  successfully  during  emergency  situations  is  directly  related  to  the 
comprehensiveness,  realistic  nature,  and  quality  of  their  emergency  procedures  training. 
Conversely,  regardless  of  the  quality  of  an  air  carrier's  training  program,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  each  flight  attendant  to  recognize  the  importance  of  active  participation  in  all  aspects 
of  their  emergency  training.  Therefore,  because  flight  attendant  recurrent  training  may 
not  adequately  prepare  flight  attendants  for  actions  that  they  may  be  required  to  take 
during  emergency  situations,  the  Safety  Board  conducted  a  special  investigation  into  all 
aspects  of  flight  attendant  recurrent  training  programs.  The  investigation,  which  included 
visits  to  12  air  carrier  training  facilities,  examined  the  adequacy  of  the  FAA  process  to 
approve  the  programs  and  to  grant  waivers  for  less  than  required  hours  of  instruction  for 
recurrent  training,  and  previous  Board  actions  that  have  addressed  training  programs. 

The  Board's  special  investigation  report,  entitled  "Air  Carrier  Flight  Attendant  Training 
Programs",  found  inequities  and  disparities  in  air  carrier  flight  attendant  recurrent  training 
programs  that  involve  the  numbers  of  hours  allocated  for  classroom  and  hands-on 
recurrent  training  and  permitted  for  home  study,  the  number  of  different  types  of  airplanes 
in  which  flight  attendants  are  qualified,  and  the  ratio  of  instructors  to  students.  Also 
discovered  was  the  need  to  improve  and  standardize  FAA  procedures  for  the  review, 
approval,  and  surveillance  of  recurrent  training  programs  and  for  granting  waivers  to 
current  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  to  reduce  hours  of  recurrent  training.  As  a  result  of 
this  special  investigation,  the  Board  issued  1 3  safety  recommendations  to  the  FAA  calling 
for  action  to  address  these  deficiencies. 

The  FAA  has  responded  positively  on  eight  recommendations  and  the  Board  has  asked 
the  FAA  to  reconsider  its  position  to  take  no  action  on  five  of  the  recommendations. 


Rejected  Takeoffs  (RTOs) 

Early  in  1990,  the  Safety  Board  completed  an  investigation  of  pilot  training  and 
procedures  for  rejected  takeoffs.  During  the  investigation,  flight  training  at  nine  airlines 
in  the  U.S.,  chosen  as  representatives  of  the  spectrum  of  large  and  small  scheduled 
passenger  airlines  operating  today,  was  observed.  A  special  investigation  report  was 
issued  that  contained  nine  safety  recommendations  addressing  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations  on  takeoff  speeds,  the  need  for  ground  school  and  flight  training,  the 
execution  of  RTOs,  and  the  use  of  autobrakes  on  takeoff. 
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This  investigation  followed  several  rejected  takeoffs  that  led  to  runway  overruns  and  the 
destruction  of  aircraft,  including  a  McDonnell  Douglas  DC-1 0  (see  "Most  Wanted"  section: 
"Aircraft  Brake  Certification").  In  addition,  Safety  Board  data  showed  that  fronfi  1962 
through  1987,  45  RTOs  had  occurred  and  had  caused  at  least  minor  damage  to  the 
aircraft  involved.  Of  those  45,  nine  led  to  destruction  of  the  aircraft  and  four  resulted  in 
fatalities. 

The  investigation  found  that  many  pilots  are  not  aware  of  the  factors  involved  in 
determining  an  airplane's  accelerate-stop  distance.  In  addition,  during  flight  training,  few 
pilots  are  introduced  to  non  engine-related  events  that  would  enhance  the 
accomplishment  of  the  RTO.  The  Safety  Board's  recommendations  addressed  these  and 
other  deficiencies  uncovered  in  the  investigation. 

The  Special  Investigation  Report  was  issued  about  the  same  time  as  an  industry  task 
force  report,  which  also  examined  ways  of  improving  the  safety  of  rejected  takeoffs. 
Many  of  the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  Safety  Board  investigation  were 
reflected  in  the  report  of  the  industry  workshop,  which  recognized  the  need  for 
modifications  of  training  and  procedures  to  improve  pilot  performance  in  recognizing  the 
need  for  and  execution  of  rejected  takeoffs. 

The  Boeing  Company,  working  with  representatives  of  other  industrial  and  governmental 
organizations,  developed  a  comprehensive  takeoff  safety  training  aid  that  was  released 
by  the  FAA  for  use  in  airline  training  programs.  The  Safety  Board  believes  that  the 
potential  hazard  associated  with  an  RTO  will  be  reduced  by  this  improved  training  and 
will  continue  to  urge  the  FAA  to  implement  all  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations 
regarding  RTOs  to  further  reduce  the  likelihood  of  future  RTO  accidents. 


Infant  and  Small  Child  Restraints 

The  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA  require  that  children  under  two  years  of 
age  occupy  an  approved  restraint  device  and  that  the  FAA  conduct  research  into  ways 
to  better  protect  children  who  are  too  large  to  occupy  a  child  safety  seat. 

During  the  July  1 989,  United  Airlines  DC-1 0  crash  in  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  one  flight  attendant 
and  110  passengers  were  killed.  Three  of  the  four  in-lap  infants  on  board  sustained 
minor  injuries,  and  one  infant  died  of  smoke  inhalation.  None  of  the  infants  occupied  a 
child  restraint  device.  The  use  of  FAA-approved  safety  seats  for  infants  and  small 
children  was  addressed  during  the  Safety  Board's  public  hearing  following  this  accident. 
The  FAA  and  the  Air  Transport  Association  (ATA)  testified  to  the  obvious  crash  protection 
benefits  for  infants  and  small  children  who  occupy  these  FAA-approved  seats.  However, 
both  testified  that  some  airlines  do  not  permit  child  safety  seats  on  board  their   aircraft, 
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and  further,  that  some  airline  employees,  not  knowing  that  FAA-approved  child  restraints 
may  be  used,  deny  their  use.  Because  some  safety  seats  are  too  large  to  fit  onto 
passenger  seats  safely,  the  ATA  and  the  Society  of  Automotive  Engineers  formed  an  ad 
hoc  committee  with  the  seat  manufacturers  to  explore  ways  to  accommodate  the  size  of 
the  child  restraints  to  aircraft  seats.  The  committee  continues  to  examine  ways  to  reduce 
the  size  of  child  seats. 

Since  the  United  accident,  the  Safety  Board  has  pursued  the  safety  of  infants  and  small 
children  before  Congress,  the  media,  and  public  interest  groups  to  demonstrate  the  need 
for  the  FAA  to  expedite  rulemaking.  In  July  1990,  the  Board  testified  before  the  House 
Public  Works  and  Transportation  Subcommittee  on  Aviation  endorsing  the  use  of 
FAA-approved  safety  seats  to  protect  infants  and  small  children.  The  Aerospace  Medical 
Association  and  the  Fellows  of  the  American  Academy  of  Pediatrics  have  endorsed  the 
need  for  infants  and  small  children  to  occupy  approved  restraints  when  traveling  on 
aircraft. 

The  Safety  Board  again  addressed  the  need  for  infants  and  small  children  to  occupy  FAA- 
approved  restraints  in  its  report  of  the  January  1 990,  accident  involving  Avianca  Airlines 
Flight  052,  a  Boeing  707-321 B,  which  ran  out  of  fuel  and  crashed  in  a  wooded  residential 
area  at  Cove  Neck,  New  York.  Several  infants  and  small  children  were  held  by  adults 
who  had  placed  their  seatbelts  around  their  children.  Both  the  adults  and  children 
received  serious  injuries  in  the  crash.  Had  these  infants  and  small  children  occupied 
approved  infant/child  restraints,  their  injuries  could  have  been  less  severe. 

On  February  25, 1 991 ,  and  again  on  April  1 1 , 1 991 ,  the  Safety  Board  testified  before  the 
Government  Activities  and  Transportation  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Government  Operations.  The  Board's  testimony  pointed  out  the  need  for  the  FAA  to 
require  children  and  infants  to  be  restrained,  and  to  conduct  researcn  for  methods  to 
restrain  children  who  have  outgrown  child  safety  seats.  On  September  1 4, 1 992,  the  FAA 
issued  a  final  rule  'requiring  airlines  to  allow  the  use  of  approved  child  restraint  systems 
on  their  aircraft."  The  FAA  also  maintains  that  children  who  have  outgrown  the  FAA- 
approved  seats  are  adequately  restrained  by  existing  seatbelts.  The  Safety  Board  has 
advised  the  FAA  that  the  final  rule  does  not  satisfy  the  Board's  concerns  and  has  again 
urged  the  FAA  to  require,  rather  than  merely  permit,  the  use  of  child  restraint  systems 
aboard  aircraft. 

On  August  31 , 1 993,  the  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA  prohibit  two  or  more  persons 
from  using  a  safety  belt  that  is  designed  for  use  by  one  person,  regardless  of  age  of  the 
person,  and  educate  general  aviation  pilots  of  the  benefits  of  using  the  same  safety  belt. 
These  recommendations  resulted  from  the  Board's  investigation  of  three  accidents  that 
involved  general  aviation  airplanes.  In  two  accidents  the  children  were  held  by  adults  and 
shared  the  adults'  safety  belts.    The  children  died  from  injuries  caused  by  the  adults' 
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being  accelerated  forward  and  over  the  children.  In  the  third  accident  the  two  children 
survived  because  they  were  restrained  by  FAA  approved  Car  Safety  Seats.  The  Board 
is  evaluating  the  FAA  responses  to  these  safety  recommendations. 


Alcohol  and  Other  Drugs  in  Fatal  General  Aviation  Accidents 

This  study  reviewed  the  involvement  of  alcohol  and  drug  use  in  aviation  accidents 
investigated  by  the  Board  since  1982.  As  part  of  the  study,  the  Board,  using  accidents 
in  which  the  pilot-in-command  was  fatally  injured,  compared  accident  characteristics,  pilot 
characteristics,  and  accident  causes  for  fatal  accidents  in  which  alcohol  or  other  drugs 
were  a  factor  with  those  in  which  there  was  no  alcohol  or  other  drug  involvement. 

The  study  showed  that  the  percent  of  conclusive  toxicological  tests  that  were  alcohol 
positive  for  fatally  injured  general  aviation  pilots  decreased  from  about  10  percent 
(corresponding  to  about  47  accidents  per  year)  in  the  mid-70s  to  about  6.0  percent  (about 
17  accidents  per  year)  in  the  late  1980s.  However,  data  on  the  general  aviation  pilots 
fatally  injured  in  alcohol-involved  accidents  showed  evidence  of  high  blood  alcohol 
concentrations  (BAC).  The  mean  BAG  of  the  alcohol-involved  pilots  was  0.15  percent, 
nearly  four  times  the  0.04  percent  BAC  intoxication  level  established  by  current 
regulations.  The  report  also  showed  evidence  of  certificate  violations  (pertaining  to 
biennial  flight  review,  medical  certificates,  and  airman  certificates),  and  flying  inexperience 
for  the  alcohol-involved  fatally  injured  pilots.  The  study  recommended  comprehensive 
State  laws  pertaining  to  alcohol  and  drug  use  in  general  aviation  and  methods  to  prevent 
pilots  from  flying  while  impaired  by  alcohol  or  other  drugs. 

To  date,  19  states  have  responded  to  Safety  Recommendation  A-92-1 1 1  and  two  states 
have  enacted  legislation  consistent  with  the  recommendation.  Other  states  will  consider 
legislation  in  1 994.  The  FAA  agreed  with  Safety  Recommendation  A-92-1 07  through  -1 1 0 
to  eliminate  deficiencies  in  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations,  establish  and  promote 
procedures  to  report  and  process  toxicological  test  results,  and  to  develop  and 
disseminate  new  educational  materials  promoting  intervention  to  prevent  impaired  pilots 
from  flying.  Private  sector  organizations  and  associations  are  working  with  FAA  and  the 
states  to  improve  test  procedures  and  reporting  and  to  develop  educational  materials. 


Hartzell  Propeller  Hub.  Model  HC-B4TN-5DL 

On  April  19, 1993,  a  Mitsubishi  MU-2B-60,  owned  by  the  State  of  South  Dakota,  crashed 
in  Zwingle,  lA  while  on  approach  to  the  airport  at  Dubuque,  Iowa.  The  pilot  had  declared 
an  emergency  to  air  traffic  control  and  reported  that  the  airplane  had  an  engine  failure 
and  had  lost  cabin  pressurization.  Both  pilots  and  the  six  passengers,  including  the 
Governor  of  South  Dakota,  were  fatally  injured.  Investigators  determined  that  one  of  the 
four  propeller  blades  from  the  left  engine  had  separated  from  the  airplane  during  flight. 
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Examination  of  the  propeller  hub,  Hartzell  model  number  HC-B4TN-5DL,  indicated  that 
a  fatigue  crack  initiated  on  the  inside  diameter  surface  of  the  hub  and  progressed  until  the 
propeller  blade  separated.  The  fatigue  crack  is  similar  to  the  one  found  on  another 
Mitsubishi  MU-2B-60  that  was  also  equipped  with  the  same  model  Hartzell  propeller  hub. 
The  previous  hub  cracking  was  found  as  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  an 
accident  which  occurred  on  September  27, 1 991 ,  near  Utica,  New  York.  In  this  accident, 
a  Mitsubishi  MU-2B-60  sustained  substantial  damage  and  a  rapid  decompression  when 
the  Hartzell  propeller  blade  assembly  separated  in  flight  at  1 9,000  feet.  Although  resulting 
vibrations  caused  considerable  control  difficulties,  the  airplane  landed  successfully  with 
no  injuries.  The  model  HC-B4  hub  failure  resulted  from  fatigue  cracking  which  originated 
in  the  hub  bore  at  the  inboard  end  of  the  pilot  tube. 

After  the  first  accident,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA,  with  the  assistance 
of  Hartzell,  develop  an  inspection  technique  capable  of  detecting  cracks  at  this  location 
and  require  that  4-bladed  hubs  having  over  3,000  service  hours  be  inspected  for  cracking. 
Based  on  this  initial  inspection,  the  FAA  was  requested  to  determine  if  periodic 
inspections  also  are  needed.  Further,  the  recommendation  requested  that  the  FAA 
consider  expanding  the  inspections  to  the  similarly  designed  3-  and  5-bladed  Hartzell 
propeller  hubs.  Although  the  FAA  stated  that  it  agreed  with  the  intent  of  these 
recommendations,  it  did  not  believe  that  a  required  inspection  was  necessary  because 

1)  this  was  the  first  failure  that  occurred  for  these  designs  in  millions  of  safe  flight  hours, 

2)  a  finite  element  analysis  performed  by  Hartzell  indicated  that  the  stress  levels  are 
acceptable  even  with  the  varying  degrees  of  interference  between  the  pilot  and  hub  and, 

3)  these  hubs  are  required  to  be  magnetic  particle  inspected  when  the  part  is  overhauled 
(recommended  by  Hartzell  every  3,000  service  hours).  The  Safety  Board  responded  that 
a  magnetic  particle  inspection  of  the  hubs  in  question  was  an  inappropriate  procedure  for 
detecting  cracks  in  the  hub  bore  when  the  pilot  tubes  remain  inserted  and  asked  the  FAA 
to  reconsider  its  position,  citing  the  possibility  of  a  catastrophic  accident  resulting  from  a 
similar  hub  arm  failure. 

The  Safety  Board's  position  on  this  matter  was  repeated  in  a  letter  to  the  FAA  on  March 
4,  1993.  Shortly  after  the  April,  1993  accident  at  Zwingle,  Iowa,  the  FAA  issued 
airworthiness  directives  requiring  inspections  of  the  propeller  hubs  used  on  Mitsubishi  MU- 
2B-60  airplanes  as  well  as  the  other  Mitsubishi  MU-2B  airplanes  with  4-bladed  Hartzell 
propellers.  The  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  fatigue  cracking  was  caused  by  a 
reduction  in  the  fatigue  resistance  of  the  hub  material,  probably  combined  with  higher- 
than-normal  loads  associated  with  a  mode  of  vibration  referred  to  as  the  reactionless 
mode.  The  Safety  Board  also  determined  that  the  reactionless  mode  was  not  adequately 
considered  during  the  original  certification  of  the  airplane  and  issued  eight 
recommendations  to  the  FAA  as  a  result  of  the  investigation. 
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DC-8  Bogie  Beam  Failure 


On  August  21,  1992,  a  McDonnell  Douglas  DC-87-71F  registered  to  and  operated  by 
UPS  experienced  a  failure  of  the  swivel  bogie  beam  assembly  in  the  main  landing  gear 
bogie  beam  while  taxiing  for  takeoff.  The  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  failure  of  the 
assembly  was  caused  by  stress-corrosion  cracking  which  was  induced  by  lack  of 
lubrication  of  the  swivel  joint.  Review  by  the  Safety  Board  of  the  current  UPS  task  card 
for  maintenance  of  landing  gear  components  revealed  no  requirements  for  lubrication  of 
this  joint.  The  task  also  was  omitted  from  the  On  Aircraft  Maintenance  Planning 
Document  (OAMP)  which  is  developed  by  the  aircraft  manufacturer  for  each  operator  and 
is  the  primary  basis  of  an  operator's  maintenance  program.  Further  investigation 
determined  that  since  1969  there  has  been  22  Service  Difficulty  Reports  of  swivel  bogie 
beam  failures  that  were  attributed  to  the  lack  of  lubrication.  As  a  result  of  this 
investigation,  the  Safety  Board  issued  a  safety  recommendation  urging  the  FAA  to  require 
operators  to  lubricate  the  main  landing  gear  bogie  beam  swivel  joints  at  an  appropriate 
interval  determined  by  the  FAA.  The  Safety  Board  also  asked  the  FAA  to  require  a  one- 
time inspection  of  the  bogie  beam  components  for  evidence  of  corrosion,  wear,  and  stress 
corrosion  cracking. 

At  the  present  time  the  FAA  is  considering  issuing  an  AD  that  will  require  repetitive 
lubrication  of  the  swivel  bogie  beam.  As  an  interim  measure  the  FAA  issued  an 
Airworthiness  Handbook  Bulletin  that  requests  that  this  lubrication  instruction  be 
immediately  included  in  the  operator's  maintenance  programs. 


Cessna  Soin-on  Adapters 

On  June,  18,  1992,  a  Cessna  207  airplane  suffered  a  total  loss  of  oil  pressure  followed 
by  a  complete  loss  of  engine  power.  The  losses  occurred  while  the  airplane  was  climbing 
500  feet  (above  ground  level  and  mean  sea  level)  after  takeoff  from  Quinhagak,  Alaska. 
After  the  forced  landing,  the  occupants  were  not  injured,  but  the  airplane  was  substantially 
damaged.  Investigation  by  the  Safety  Board  revealed  that  the  Cessna  Aircraft  Company 
spin-on  type  oil  filter  adapter  P/N  1250922  had  separated  from  the  oil  pump  housing, 
allowing  oil  to  flow  out  of  the  engine.  The  metallurgical  investigation  of  the  adapter 
revealed  the  adapter-to-oil-pump  threads  were  severely  worn  along  the  thread  crowns  and 
that  many  thread  fragments  had  separated  from  the  adapter.  Between  1985  and  1992, 
there  were  nine  reported  occurrences  in  which  an  adapter  separated  from  the  oil  pump 
housing. 

As  a  result  of  this  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  asked  the  FAA  to  issue  an  AD  to 
operators  of  airplanes  equipped  with  engines  that  use  Cessna  spin-on  oil-type  filter 
adapters  (P/N  1250922),  or  any  spin-on  adapter  of  similar  design.  The  AD  would  require 
inspections  of  the  adapter-to-oil-pump  threads  for  evidence  of  damage;  verification  that 
the  adapter  nut  is  tightened  to  within  the  preload  torque  value  range  specified  in  the 
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Cessna  service  manual;  application  of  torque  putty  to  the  adapter  nut  that  was  verified  to 
have  the  specified  torque;  and  periodic  inspections  of  the  integrity  of  the  torque  putty  each 
time  the  oil  filter  is  changed. 

The  FAA  agreed  with  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  and  indicated  that  it  is 
considering  the  issuance  of  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  to  implement  the  provisions 
of  Cessna  Service  Bulletin  SB93-1 ,  which  requires  inspections  to  check  the  retaining  nut 
for  proper  torque,  perform  visual  inspection  of  the  oil  filter  adapter  assembly  for  oil  leaks 
and  cracks,  and  refer  to  the  maintenance  manual  for  repair  instructions  when  such 
discrepancies  are  discovered. 


Lockheed  L-1011  In-Fight  Flap  Vane  Separation 

On  September  20,  1992,  Delta  Airlines  flight  252,  a  Lockheed  L-1011 -385,  on  a 
scheduled  air  carrier  domestic  flight,  experienced  an  in-flight  separation  of  the  right  wing 
vane  No.  2  assembly  during  its  final  approach  to  runway  4R,  at  Logan  International 
Airport,  in  Boston,  Massachusetts.  The  airplane  landed  safely  and  no  injuries  were 
reported  among  the  302  occupants.  The  vane  (dimensions  about  10  feet  by  2  feet  by  6 
inches)  struck  the  ground  causing  no  injuries  or  property  damage.  Metallurgical 
examination  of  the  vane  disclosed  that  the  inboard  end  fitting  lug  had  separated  as  a 
result  of  stress  cracking  followed  by  fatigue.  The  stress  corrosion  emanated  from  the 
center  of  the  lug  bore,  between  bushings  installed  in  the  upper  and  lower  end  of  the  lug. 

As  a  result  of  this  incident,  Delta  initiated  a  special  inspection  program  to  examine  the 
end  fitting  lugs  on  its  fleet  of  56  L-1011  airplanes.  Of  the  22  airplanes  inspected  as  of 
November  23,  1992,  49  of  the  352  end  fitting  lugs  (14  percent)  were  found  to  contain 
cracks  or  corrosion.  Damage  to  23  of  the  49  lugs  was  reported  to  be  beyond  the  repair 
limits  described  in  Lockheed  service  bulletin  (SB)  093-57-199.  As  a  result  of  this 
investigation,  the  Safety  Board  issued  a  recommendation  asking  the  FAA  to  require 
inspection  of  the  vane  inboard  and  outboard  end  fitting  lugs  for  evidence  of  corrosion  and 
stress  corrosion  cracking,  and  depending  on  the  degree  of  corrosion  and  cracking  found 
per  SB  093-57-199,  that  they  either  be  modified  or  replaced.  The  modification  includes 
reworking  the  lug  bore  by  machining  it  oversize  and  inserting  a  sleeve.  The  FAA  agreed 
with  the  intent  of  the  recommendation  and  issued  a  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking, 
proposing  the  adoption  of  an  AD  to  require  inspection,  modification,  or  replacement  of  the 
flap  vane  lugs  found  to  have  cracks  or  corrosion. 


Boeing  747  Engine  Pylon-to-Wing  Attachments 

On  October  5,  1992,  EL  Al  flight  1862,  a  Boeing  747-200F,  crashed  into  an  apartment 
complex  shortly  after  take  off  at  Amsterdam,  The  Netherlands.  All  three  crewmembers, 
one  passenger,  and  55  persons  on  the  ground  were  killed  in  the  crash.  The  accident  is 
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being  investigated  by  the  Government  of  The  Netherlands  with  the  assistance  of  Safety 
Board  investigators.  The  Flight  Data  Recorder  was  sent  to  the  Safety  Board's  laboratory 
for  examination.  The  FDR  data  and  examination  of  the  wreckage  indicated  that  the 
Number  3  engine  separated  from  the  airplane  and  impacted  the  Number  4  engine.  The 
Number  4  engine  subsequently  separated  from  the  airplane.  The  investigation 
determined  that  the  Number  3  engine  separated  from  the  airplane  because  of  a  failure 
of  mid-spar  pylon  attachment  fuse  pins  that  secure  the  engine  to  the  wing. 

The  circumstances  of  the  accident  at  Amsterdam  were  very  similar  to  those  of  China 
Airline  flight  CI-358,  a  Boeing  747-200F,  that  crashed  shortly  after  takeoff  near  Taipei, 
Taiwan  on  December  29,  1 991 .  The  Safety  Board  sent  an  investigative  team  to  Taiwan 
to  assist  the  Government  of  Taiwan  in  the  investigation.  The  investigation  determined 
that  the  Number  3  engine  had  separated  from  the  airplane,  damaging  the  leading  edge 
devices  of  the  right  wing  and  causing  the  Number  4  engine  to  separate  from  the  airplane. 
Both  engines  and  their  supporting  pylon  structures  fell  into  the  sea.  The  engines  were 
recovered  within  about  6  months  of  the  accident.  The  pylon  structure  from  both  engines, 
including  the  mid  spar  fitting  area  for  the  Number  3  engine,  were  recently  recovered.  As 
a  result  of  these  two  accidents  the  Safety  Board  issued  4  recommendations  to  the  FAA 
to  require:  repetitive  inspection  of  the  fuse  pins,  inspection  of  wing-to-pylon  misalignment 
before  each  flight,  validation  of  the  wing-to-pylon  loads  through  flight  test  data,  and  the 
installation  of  newly  designed  fuse  pins.  The  FAA  has  since  issued  an  Airworthiness 
directive  that  incorporates  all  of  the  Board's  recommendations.  Additionally,  Boeing  has 
proposed  major  structural  modifications  to  the  wing-to-pylon  mounting  structure  that  will 
greatly  increase  the  load  carrying  capability  of  the  structure. 

On  March  31,  1993,  an  Evergreen  International  Airlines  Boeing  747-100,  leased  to  JAL, 
had  the  Number  2  engine  separated  from  the  wing  shortly  after  takeoff  from  Anchorage, 
Alaska.  Although  there  was  substantial  damage  to  the  leading  edge  of  the  wing  between 
the  Number  1  and  Number  2  engine  positions,  the  flightcrew  was  able  to  control  the 
airplane  and  make  an  uneventful  landing.  No  one  on  the  ground  was  injured  by  the 
falling  engine  and  wing  parts.  The  flightcrew  reported  that  the  airplane  had  encountered 
severe  to  extreme  turbulence  at  the  time  the  engine  separated.  All  of  the  structural 
components  of  the  pylon  assembly  were  recovered  and  all  of  the  mid-spar  attachment 
fuse  pins  were  found  to  be  intact.  The  investigation  determined  that  the  pylon  mid-spar 
fittings  had  been  inspected  and  the  fuse  pins  replaced  as  required  by  the  Airworthiness 
Directive  mentioned  above.  A  fatigue  crack  was  found  in  the  fonward  firewall  structure. 
The  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  probable  cause  of  the  engine  separation  from  the 

Evergreen  B-747  was  an  encounter  with  severe  or  possibly  extreme  turbulence  that 
resulted  in  dynamic  multi-axis  lateral  loadings.  These  loadings  exceeded  the  ultimate 
lateral  load-carrying  capability  of  the  pylon,  which  was  already  reduced  by  the  presence 
of  the  fatigue  crack  near  the  forward  end  of  the  pylon's  fonward  firewall  web. 
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The  Safety  Board  made  several  recorT\mendations  to  the  FAA,  including  the  inspection 
of  B-747  engine  pylons,  the  potential  meteorological  hazards  to  aircraft,  an  increase  in  the 
lateral  load  carrying  capability  of  engine  pylon  structures,  and  the  modification  of  aircraft 
departure  routes  at  Anchorage  International  Airport  during  periods  of  moderate  or  severe 
turbulence. 


Orbital  Sciences  Corporation  Pegasus  Rocket 

On  February  9, 1993,  an  Orbital  Sciences  Corporation  Pegasus  Rocket  was  successfully 
launched  from  a  NASA  Boeing  B-52  into  outer  space.  During  the  final  moments  prior  to 
the  launch,  a  command  destruct  receiver  on  the  rocket  appeared  to  have  dropped  off  line. 
One  or  more  mission  supervisors  announced  an  abort  of  the  launch,  then  another 
supervisor  cancelled  the  abort  order.  On  July  20, 1 993,  the  Safety  Board  determined  that 
at  the  time  of  the  launch  there  was  still  considerable  confusion  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
launch  was  to  be  aborted.  Although  the  rocket  could  have  been  successfully  destroyed 
if  necessary,  cancellation  of  the  abort  call  was  not  in  accordance  with  commercial  space 
launch  operating  procedures.  This  investigation  was  the  Safety  Board's  first  involvement 
in  commercial  space  accident  investigation 


Beech  Bonanza  Empennage  Flutter 

A  review  of  accidents/incidents  involving  Beech  Bonanza  Model  35  series  airplanes 
disclosed  that  models  35,  35R,  A35,  and  BBB  have  been  involved  in  a  significant  number 
of  occurrences  involving  flutter  of  the  empennage,  resulting  in  extensive  damage  to  the 
tailcone-empennage  area.  The  flutter  is  caused  by  failure  to  properly  rebalance  the 
ruddervators  on  these  V-tail  airplanes  following  repainting  and/or  structural  repairs.  As 
a  result,  the  Safety  Board,  on  March  1 8, 1 993,  issued  two  safety  recommendations  to  the 
FAA.  The  first  recommended  that  an  AD  be  issued  requiring  that  the  ruddervator  balance 
on  these  models  be  checked  to  ensure  that  it  is  within  the  manufacturers  specified  limits 
and  that  the  tailcone-empennage  area  be  inspected  for  evidence  of  flutter-related 
damage.  The  second  recommendation  asked  the  FAA  to  require  the  Beech  Aircraft 
Corporation  to  amend  the  Pilot  Operating  Handbooks  and  Airplane  Flight  Manuals 
applicable  to  these  models,  by  including  in  "Emergency  Procedures"  information  regarding 
potential  empennage  flutter.  The  Safety  Board  also  issued  a  third  recommendation  to  the 
Beech  Aircraft  Corporation  recommending  that  a  'Safety  Communique"  be  issued 
regarding  empennage  flutter. 
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Traffic  Alert  and  Collision  Avoidance  System  (TCAS)  Training  for  Flightcrews  and  Air 
Traffic  Controllers 

On  March  25,  1993,  following  a  review  of  TCAS  incidents  which  strongly  suggested  that 
TCAS  training  standards  were  inadequate,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA 
require  TCAS  flight  simulator  training  for  flight  crews.  Under  current  FAA  standards, 
TCAS  simulator  training  is  not  required  for  commercial  airline  flightcrews  because  there 
is  no  requirement  for  compliance.  In  addition,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the 
FAA  provide  the  air  traffic  control  workforce  with  a  thorough  and  comprehensive  program 
to  explain  the  operational  factors  and  characteristics  of  TCAS  so  that  controllers,  when 
performing  their  duties,  will  be  aware  of  those  situations  in  which  TCAS  may  provide 
flightcrews  with  an  advisory  or  alert.  Finally,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA 
amend  current  regulations  to  include  TCAS  resolution  levels  and  sensitivity  levels  as 
mandatory  recording  parameters  for  future  flight  data  recorders  (FDR)  and  also  to  current 
FDR  installations  that  have  recording  capacity. 

In  a  June  4,  1993,  response,  the  FAA  agreed  to  conduct  an  audit  of  air  carriers  to 
determine  current  TCAS  simulator  training,  and  to  base  any  further  action  on  the  findings 
of  the  audit.  The  FAA  also  has  developed  a  videotape  on  'Air  Traffic  Control  and  TCAS" 
as  part  of  a  mandatory  briefing  to  be  given  to  all  air  traffic  controllers  and  facility  TCAS 
coordinators.  Two  versions  of  the  tape  were  developed  to  address  the  individual  training 
requirements  at  Enroute  and  Terminal/TRACON  ATC  facilities.  However,  the  FAA  did  not 
agree  that  resolution  advisories  and  sensitivity  levels  should  be  mandatory  FDR 
parameters,  citing  the  limited  capacity  of  the  FDR  to  record  the  warnings.  The  Safety 
Board's  position  has  not  changed  regarding  the  addition  of  TCAS  data  to  the  FDR 
mandatory  parameter  list. 


Boeing  737  Aileron  Cable  Failure 

On  March  1 5, 1 993,  immediately  after  departure  from  Newark,  New  Jersey,  a  Continental 
Airlines  Boeing  737-100  airplane  experienced  a  broken  left  aileron  "down"  cable  resulting 
in  the  full  upward  deployment  of  the  left  aileron  and  control  difficulties.  The  airplane  was 
able  to  return  safely  to  Newark.  The  Safety  Board  investigation  of  the  incident  revealed 
that  the  failed  cable  was  severely  worn  and  that  similar  severe  wear  and  a  substantial 
reduction  of  cable  cross  sectional  area  existed  on  the  adjacent  aileron  "up"  cable.  The 
applicable  inspection  requirements  are  directed  primarily  at  identification  of  broken  wire 
strands,  rather  than  for  evidence  of  severe  wear  that  could  cause  cable  failure.  Boeing 
requires  B737  operators  to  replace  cables  on  an  "on  condition  basis,"  or  upon  failing  the 
broken  wire  inspection.  The  Safety  Board  is  working  with  Boeing  and  Continental  Airlines 
to  develop  improved  inspection  criteria  and  to  evaluate  whether  cable  life  limitations  would 
be  appropriate. 
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DC-9/MD-80  Control  Cable  Icing 


As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  participation  in  a  Canadian  Transportation  Safety  Board 
investigation,  a  recomnnendation  was  issued  to  the  FAA  calling  for  the  installation  of  a 
water  drain  system  on  DC-9,  C-9,  and  MD-80  series  airplanes  to  prevent  water 
accumulation  and  freezing  of  aileron  control  cables  in  flight.  This  recommendation  was 
prompted  by  an  incident  involving  an  Air  Canada  DC-9  that  experienced  frozen  aileron 
controls.  Although  the  airplane  landed  without  incident,  attempts  to  free  the  aileron  cables 
while  airborne  were  unsuccessful.  Tests  showed  that  water  had  leaked  into  the  airplane 
and  collected  on  the  aileron  cables  after  the  airplane  was  pressurized.  The  temperatures 
encountered  during  any  extended  flight  are  sufficient  to  freeze  the  water  on  the  cables 
and  present  a  potential  control  problem.  The  FAA  advised  the  Safety  Board  that  it  agrees 
with  the  intent  of  the  recommendation  and  is  considering  issuance  of  an  airworthiness 
directive  to  address  this  issue. 


MD-11  and  DC-10  Tail  Strikes 

On  August  2,  1992,  a  McDonnell  Douglas  MD-11  sustained  damage  to  the  underside  of 
the  aft  fuselage  as  a  result  of  contact  with  the  runway  during  a  landing  in  Los  Angeles 
when  improper  pilot  control  inputs  caused  the  nose  of  the  airplane  to  pitch  upward 
excessively.  The  investigation  disclosed  other  incidents  involving  DC-10  and  MD-11 
airplanes,  causing  concern  that  so  many  events  have  occurred  and  that  the  airplanes 
could  be  substantially  damaged  without  the  flightcrew's  knowledge.  As  a  result,  the 
Safety  Board  issued  recommendations  to  the  FAA  to  assure  notification  of  operators  and 
foreign  airworthiness  authorities  of  the  ground  spoiler-induced  pitch-up  tendencies  of 
these  airplanes,  and  to  require  McDonnell  Douglas  and  airlines  to  revise  their  Flightcrew 
Operating  Manuals,  or  equivalent  documents,  to  specify  the  pilot  control  techniques  that 
may  be  required  to  counter  those  tendencies  during  landing.  The  recommendations  also 
urged  McDonnell  Douglas  to  study  possible  revision  to  the  DC-10  and  MD-11  ground 
spoiler  deployment  logic  to  reduce  the  possibility  of  tail  strike  incidents  and  to  develop  and 
install  a  positive  tailstrike  indication  system.  The  Board  is  currently  evaluating  the  FAA's 
response. 


RAILROAD 


Hours-of-Work/Human  Fatigue* 

The  Safety  Board  has  found  in  accident  after  accident  that  workload  and  work/rest  issues 
have  been  critical  factors.   The  Safety  Board  has  completed  a  review  of  its  investigations 
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of  1 2  accidents  which  occurred  between  1 987  and  1 991  that  involved  railroad  employees' 
inattention  because  of  fatigue  or  even  sleeping  while  on  duty.  All  12  accidents  occurred 
under  and  in  compliance  with  the  Hours  of  Service  Act. 

As  a  result  of  rail  accidents  in  Sugar  Valley,  Georgia,  and  Corona,  California,  in  1990  in 
which  fatigue  was  a  key  issue,  the  Safety  Board  concluded  that  workload  issues  will 
become  even  more  prevalent  in  the  future.  Ultimately,  action  by  Congress  may  be 
needed  to  address  changes  in  the  Hours  of  Service  Act.  The  Safety  Board  has 
addressed  several  key  areas  in  recommendations  to  the  railroads  that  effect  railroad 
employees  covered  by  the  Hours  of  Service  Act.  The  areas  are:  1)  chronic  and  acute 
fatigue;  2)  education  and  counseling  programs  on  health  and  diet;  and  3)  methods  of 
avoiding  sleep  deficits  and  sleep  deprivation.  In  order  for  the  Federal  Railroad 
Administration  to  address  issues  concerning  hours  of  service  and  work/rest  cycles, 
Congress  must  amend  the  Act. 

A  task  force  has  been  established  within  the  railroad  industry  to  discuss  the  Hours  of 
Service  Act  and  to  determine  what  type  of  modification  could  be  made  to  the  act  to 
successfully  address  the  fatigue  problem  without  being  unfair  to  railroad  companies  or 
railroad  labor.  Other  smaller  task  forces  involving  railroad  management  and  labor  have 
been  established  to  address  fatigue  and  Hours  of  Service  problems  on  a  local  level.  The 
Safety  Board  is  firmly  convinced  that  transportation  safety  should  be  the  motivating  factor 
in  any  decision  concerning  hours  of  service,  work/rest  and  human  fatigue,  controlled  by 
the  Hours  of  Service  Act. 

A  Safety  Board  analysis  found  no  differences  in  the  pattern  of  irregular  work  schedules 
of  accident-involved  and  non-accident  involved  engineers.  Following  analysis  of  detailed 
work/rest  schedule  information  obtained  on  114  accident  involved  truck  drivers,  in  a 
different  study,  the  Board  will  determine  whether  to  undertake  a  safety  study  to  examine 
the  role  of  irregular  work  hours  in  railroad  accidents. 


Safetv  Oversight  of  Rapid  Transit  Systems 

In  1 991 ,  the  Safety  Board  issued  its  safety  study,  "Oversight  of  Rail  Rapid  Transit  Safety." 
Although  rail  rapid  transit  is  generally  a  safe  form  of  transportation,  the  potential  exists  for 
a  catastrophic  loss  of  life  in  the  event  of  a  collision,  derailment,  fire,  or  other  emergency 
involving  the  evacuation  of  passengers.  Further,  the  Board  determined  as  a  result  of  its 
study  that  detecting  and  analyzing  accident  trends  of  rail  rapid  transit  is  difficult  because 
of  inadequate  data  collection  and  analysis.  Consequently,  the  Board  urged  the  Federal 
Transit  Administration  (FT A),  formerly  the  Urban  Mass  Transportation  Administration,  to 
develop  an  improved  accident/incident  reporting  form. 
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In  its  study,  the  Safety  Board  concluded  that  the  primary  responsibility  for  oversight  of  rail 
rapid  transit  safety  properly  resides  with  the  state  and  local  governments  in  which  the 
systems  operate.  Existing  state  oversight  programs,  however,  vary  greatly  in  their 
effectiveness  and  scope.  The  Board  further  concluded  that  the  Federal  government, 
through  the  FTA,  does  have  a  role  in  assuring  that  this  oversight  responsibility  is  met. 
The  FTA  should  develop  guidelines  that  can  be  used  by  state  and  local  authorities. 
Consequently,  the  Safety  Board  urged  all  states  in  which  rail  rapid  transit  systems 
currently  are  operating  to  develop  or  revise,  as  needed,  existing  programs  to  provide  for 
continual  and  effective  oversight  of  rail  rapid  transit  safety.  The  Board  concurrently  urged 
the  FTA  to  develop  guidelines  that  address  the  critical  elements  of  an  effective  oversight 
program. 

Section  28  of  the  Federal  Transit  Act,  as  amended,  directed  the  FTA  to  issue  a  rule 
requiring  states  to  oversee  the  safety  of  rail  fixed  guideway  public  transportation  systems 
not  regulated  by  the  FRA.  On  June  25,  1992,  the  FTA  published  an  Advance  Notice  of 
Proposed  Rulemaking  (ANPRM),  "Rail  Fixed  Guideway  Public  Systems;  State  Safety 
Oversight."  On  August  20,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  commented  in  detail  on  the  ANPRM 
stating  that  it  supported  the  intent  of  Section  28  of  the  Federal  Transit  Act.  The  Safety 
Board  also  encouraged  the  FTA  to  proceed  in  its  rulemaking  activity  with  that  goal  in 
mind.  The  Safety  Board  was  informed  by  FTA  staff  on  May  14,  1993,  that  the  FTA  was 
expecting  to  issue  an  NPRM  on  this  issue  within  the  next  month.  As  of  July  24,  1993, 
the  NPRM  had  not  been  issued.  The  Safety  Board  is  concerned  with  the  slow  pace  at 
which  this  rulemaking  is  proceeding,  and  will  follow  up  with  the  FTA  to  determine  the 
reasons  for  the  delay  in  issuing  the  rulemaking. 


Locomotive  Crashworthiness 

Since  1970,  the  Safety  Board  has  pursued,  as  a  priority  item,  the  goal  of  increasing  the 
protection  of  on-board  locomotive  crewmembers  by  improving  the  crashworthiness  of 
locomotives.  In  1989,  members  of  the  Association  of  American  Railroads  adopted  Rule 
S-580,  to  be  effective  August  1990,  for  all  new  locomotive  units  built  for  use  in  the  United 
States.  Rule  S-580  specifies  design  requirements  for  the  structural  strength  of 
locomotives  including  collision  posts  and  longitudinal  strength.  With  the  subsequent 
concurrence  of  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA),  all  new  road  freight  and 
passenger  locomotives  must  be  equipped  with  anticlimbers  to  prevent  one  locomotive  unit 
from  overriding  another,  increased  sheathing  to  resist  penetration,  and  stronger  collision 
posts  to  control  and  deflect  collision  forces  with  other  locomotive  units  and  equipment. 
However,  until  now,  all  standards  including  S-580  have  been  empirically  derived.  Without 
a  scientific  engineering  approach,  this  has  left  questions  regarding  the  sufficiency  of 
standards  and  adequacy  of  crew  protection.  The  FRA  has  begun  a  systematic  evaluation 
of  locomotive  crashworthiness  at  the  urging  of  the  Safety  Board  and  railroad  unions 
which  includes  the  issuance  of  instructions  and  data  collection  sheets  to  all  field 
inspectors  for  locomotive  body  and  cab  damage,  and  any  injury  and  death  attributed  to 
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locomotive  design  for  all  derailments  and  collisions.  In  addition,  the  FRA  Office  of 
Research  and  Developnrient  is  in  the  process  of  selecting  a  contractor  for  evaluation  of 
the  data  collected  by  the  field  inspectors  and  has  contracted  to  examine  and  evaluate 
new  locomotives  built  under  AAR  standard  S-580  for  possible  improvements. 


Continuous  Welded  Rail 

Currently  no  Federal  standards  exist  specifically  for  continuous  welded  rail  (CWR).  On 
March  29,  1982,  the  Safety  Board  sent  a  letter  to  the  FRA,  in  response  to  a  NPRM, 
'Track  Safety  Standards;  Miscellaneous  Amendments',  which  was  published  on  February 
18,  1982.  A  portion  of  the  letter  addressed  the  proposal  to  drop  Section  213.119, 
Continuous  Welded  Rail  from  the  FRA  track  safety  standards  which  read: 

49  CFR  Part  213.119  continuous  welded  rail. 

(a)  When  continuous  welded  rail  is  being  installed,  it  must  be  installed  at, 
or  adjusted  for,  a  rail  temperature  range  that  should  not  result  in 
compressive  or  tensile  forces  that  will  produce  lateral  displacement  of  the 
track,  or  pulling  apart  of  rail  ends  or  welds. 

(b)  After  continuous  welded  rail  has  been  installed,  it  should  not  be 
disturbed  at  rail  temperatures  higher  than  its  installation  or  adjusted 
installation  temperature. 

The  Safety  Board  responded  in  part  by  stating  that  this  section  should  be  retained, 
strengthened,  and  enforced  because  rail  temperature  is  an  important  safety  consideration. 
Even  the  subject  rulemaking  proposal  acknowledges  the  importance  of  controlling  thermal 
stress  in  continuous  welded  rail;  but  fails  to  propose  action  for  accomplishing  needed 
controls. 

The  FRA  removed  the  CWR  section  in  1982  because  it  believed  that  the  individual 
railroads  already  had  adequate  rules  and  practices  in  place  to  insure  a  safe  CWR  track 
structure,  and  that  since  there  was  no  accurate  means  to  measure  longitudinal  rail  force, 
such  regulation  was  unenforceable. 

In  the  investigation  of  the  derailment  of  an  Amtrak  train  at  Batavia,  Iowa  in  1990,  the 
Safety  Board  re-addressed  the  importance  of  temperature  control  of  CWR  and  its  ability 
to  absorb  the  dynamic  forces  of  trains  in  order  that  railroad  operations  may  be  conducted 
safely.  Although  much  information  has  been  developed  from  the  research  of  the  behavior 
of  CWR,  much  of  the  present  knowledge  about  track  structure  capabilities  and  limitations 
is  still  empirical  because  of  the  wide  variety  of  factors  that  affect  neutral  rail  temperature 
such  as  ambient  temperature,  location,  maintenance,  and  rail  traffic.  Standards  relating 
to  track  structure  should  include  a  safety  margin  sufficient  to  reflect  the  inability  to  predict, 
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with  reasonable  accuracy,  the  effects  of  operating  conditions  upon  safety.  The  Safety 
Board  believes  that  the  FRA  should  reinstate  and  expand  Section  213.119  to  ensure 
proper  temperature  control  procedures  for  installing  and  maintaining  CWR. 

Congress  has  recognized  the  need  for  improvements  in  railroad  safety.  The  "Rail  Safety 
Enforcement  and  Review  Act"  (PL  102-365)  legislation  was  passed  September  3,  1990. 
This  required  that  the  FRA  initiate  a  review  of  the  track  safety  standards,  and  as  a 
minimum,  include  an  evaluation  of  the  procedures  associated  with  installation  and 
maintenance  of  continuous  welded  rail. 

On  November  16,  1992,  the  FRA  issued  an  advanced  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
(ANPRM)  to  address  proposed  revisions  to  the  track  safety  standards.  On  January  28, 
1993,  the  FRA  conducted  a  workshop  in  Atlanta,  Georgia  and  participants  offered 
comments  and  discussed  continuous  welded  rail  and  lateral  track  resistance.  The  FRA 
used  the  workshop  forum  to  obtain  information  about  whether  the  present  Track  Safety 
Standards  are  adequate.  The  FRA  is  also  continuing  to  test  devices  that  measure 
longitudinal  rail  forces  at  the  Transportation  Test  Center  in  Pueblo,  Colorado. 


Grade  Crossing  Safety 

Starting  in  1993,  the  Safety  Board  has  changed  its  approach  to  grade  crossing  accident 
investigation.  The  Safety  Board  now  launches  a  multi-modal  team  to  grade  crossing 
accidents  to  allow  issue  identification  from  a  broader  perspective.  Highway  and  rail 
technical  specialists  are  dispatched  as  a  joint  investigation  team.  This  approach  was 
developed  because  issues  identified  at  crossing  accidents  often  involve  both  modes. 
Highway  investigators  cover  the  vehicle,  driver,  and  highway.  Railroad  operation  and 
equipment  features,  including  risks  to  railroad  employees  and  passengers 
(crashworthiness),  are  addressed  by  rail  investigators.  The  first  major  multi-modal 
accident  investigation  of  this  type  began  with  the  March  17,  1993,  Fort  Lauderdale, 
Florida,  collision  between  Amtrak  Train  91  and  an  Amerada  Hess  Gasoline  Truck  that 
killed  six  and  injured  nineteen.  A  second  major  multimodal  launch  was  made  to 
Intercession  City,  Florida  on  November  30, 1993,  to  investigate  a  grade  crossing  collision 
between  an  Amtrak  Passenger  Train  and  a  flat  bed  truck  carrying  an  electrical 
transformer.   About  65  people  were  injured  in  this  accident. 

The  Board  also  is  planning  to  conduct  a  safety  study  that  will  examine  issues  such  as 
passive  crossings,  adequate  sight  distances,  and  proper  roadway  alignment  (see 
description  under  Safety  Studies). 
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Toxicological  Testing 


Previous  recommendations  that  resulted  from  a  Safety  Board  study  on  "Alcoiiol/Drug  Use 
and  Its  Impact  on  Railroad  Safety'  requested  that  the  FRA  expand  its  regulations  to 
require  post-accident  drug  and  alcohol  testing  of  all  employees  in  safety  sensitive 
positions  that  are  reasonably  associated  with  the  accident.  The  Safety  Board  continues 
to  believe  that  maintenance-of-way  employees,  maintenance-of-equipment  employees, 
supervisors,  and  others  in  safety-sensitive  positions  on  the  railroad  should  be  included  in 
post-accident  toxicological  testing. 


Railroad  Event  Recorders 

The  Safety  Board  has  long  supported  actions  to  mandate  event  recorders  on  locomotives 
within  the  FRA's  jurisdiction.  In  July  1978,  the  Safety  Board  issued  a  safety 
recommendation  to  the  FRA  promoting  the  installation  of  event  recorders  in  locomotives. 

In  November  1988,  the  FRA  issued  an  ANPRM  concerning  the  need  for  event  recorders 
and  the  status  of  event  recorder  technology  in  response  to  the  Rail  Safety  Improvement 
Act  of  1988  that  directed  the  FRA  to  issue  rules  and  regulations  requiring  the  installation 
and  use  of  event  recorders  by  January  22,  1990.  The  FRA  issued  a  subsequent  NPRM 
on  June  18,  1991.  A  final  rule  on  event  recorders  was  issued  by  the  FRA  on  July  8, 
1993.  The  rule  which  went  into  effect  on  November  5,  1993,  requires  that,  18  months 
after  the  effective  date  of  the  rule  (May  5,  1995),  all  trains  operating  at  speeds  in  excess 
of  30  mph  be  equipped  with  an  event  recorder  in  the  lead  locomotive. 


Locomotive  Fuel  Tank  Integrity 

During  the  course  of  its  railroad  accident  investigations,  the  Safety  Board  has  observed 
many  instances  of  locomotive  fuel  tanks  that  ruptured  during  collisions.  Little  significance 
was  attributed  to  this  occurrence  because  diesel  fuel  spills  rarely  resulted  in  serious  injury. 
However,  accidents  in  Sugar  Valley,  GA,  and  Corona,  CA,  in  1990  revealed  that  five  of 
the  six  fatally  injured  crewmembers  suffered  extensive  burns  and  smoke  inhalation. 
These  accidents  heightened  the  Safety  Board's  concern  about  the  potential  for  dissel  fuel 
fires  in  railroad  accidents  to  fatally  injure  trapped  crewmembers,  consume  cargo, 
contribute  to  hazardous  materials  fires  in  the  train,  and  endanger  non-railroad  property 
near  the  accident  site. 

The  study  found  that,  in  the  29  locomotive  derailment  accidents  investigated  by  the  Board 
in  1991,  diesel  fuel  spills  occurred  from  47  (56  percent)  of  the  83  locomotives  that 
derailed.  Further,  fuel  ignition  occurred  on  23  (28  percent)  of  the  83  locomotives  that 
derailed.  The  Board  recommended  that  research  be  conducted  by  the  FRA,  the  AAR, 
and  the  locomotive  manufacturers  to  determine  if  the  locomotive  fuel  tank  can  be 
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improved  to  withstand  forces  encountered  in  the  more  severe  locomotive  derailment 
accidents,  or  if  fuel  containment  can  be  improved  to  reduce  the  rate  of  fuel  leakage  and 
fuel  ignition. 

In  response  to  the  Board's  recommendations,  the  FRA,  the  AAR,  and  the  locomotive 
manufacturers  met  in  February  1993  to  discuss  the  issue  of  improving  the  integrity  of 
locomotive  fuel  tanks.  The  FRA  and  the  AAR  intend  to  collect  data  on  fuel  tank  damage 
and  fuel  tank  spills.  The  locomotive  manufacturers  are  planning  to  provide  an  engineering 
analysis  of  locomotive  fuel  tanks.  The  Safety  Board  recognizes  the  scope  of  this  data 
collection  and  engineering  analysis,  and  the  Board  will  continue  to  monitor  the  actions  of 
the  FRA,  the  AAR,  and  the  locomotive  manufacturers  on  this  issue. 


HIGHWAY 


Heavy  Truck  Wheel  Runaway  Accidents 

As  a  result  of  Congressional  interest,  the  Safety  Board  initiated  a  special  investigation  on 
runaway  truck  wheel  accidents  based  on  5  accidents  involving  6  fatalities.  The 
investigative  which  report  was  completed  in  the  summer  of  1 992,  concluded  that  although 
the  problem  is  relatively  small,  the  consequences  can  typically  be  avoided  by  proper 
wheel  installation  and  maintenance. 

Recommendations  were  made  to  vehicle  and  component  manufacturers  for  the 
development  of  proper  guidelines  and  training  for  wheel  tightening  and  bearing 
maintenance,  and  to  the  Department  of  Transportation  for  the  separation  of  wheel 
incidents  from  tires  in  highway  accident  data  bases.  These  recommendations  were 
received  and  actions  are  being  implemented.  The  Safety  Board  will  monitor  responses 
to  these  recommendations  to  determine  their  adequacy. 


Adequacy  of  Passive  Restraints 

The  Safety  Board  is  completing  its  investigations  of  accidents  in  which  the  Board 
examined  the  crash  performance  of  passive  restraints.  After  the  1 990  model  year,  all  new 
passenger  cars  sold  in  the  United  States  were  required  to  have  passive  crash  protection 
for  front  seat  occupants,  manufacturers  either  installed  air  bags  or  automatic  safety  belts. 
The  Board  investigated  56  accidents  that  occurred  between  February  1 990  and  April  1 992 
involving  late-model  automobiles  where  at  least  one  vehicle  in  the  crash  was  equipped 
with  a  passive  restraint  system. 
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The  data  indicates  that  the  combination  of  an  air  bag  and  a  manual  lap/shoulder  belt 
perform  well  in  saving  lives  and  reducing  upper  torso  and  head  injuries.  However,  many 
occupants  in  air  bag-equipped-vehicles  did  not  wear  the  manual  belt  systems,  thereby 
reducing  the  effectiveness  of  the  air  bag.  Further,  many  occupants  did  not  use  the 
manual  lap  belts  in  vehicles  equipped  with  automatic  shoulder  belts  and  manual  lap  belts. 
The  results  of  these  investigations  will  be  available  in  early  1994. 


Motor  Carrier  Oversight 

In  July  1992,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  an  intercity  bus  accident  in  Vernon,  New 
Jersey.  The  driver  of  a  charter  bus  traveling  from  Brooklyn,  New  York,  to  Vernon,  New 
Jersey,  lost  control  of  the  bus  as  it  descended  a  steep  hill.  Six  passengers  died  as  a 
result  of  this  accident.  The  Safety  Board's  investigation  revealed  that  although  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  (ICC)  had  authorized  this  carrier  to  operate  in  interstate 
passenger  service,  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  Office  of  Motor  Carriers 
was  unaware  of  this  carrier's  existence.  During  the  investigation  the  Safety  Board 
conducted  a  comparison  review  of  the  ICC  and  FHWA  carrier  census  information  and 
discovered  that  many  of  the  ICC  authorized  carriers  were  unknown  to  the  FHWA. 
Because  of  this,  the  FHWA  was  unable  to  provide  all  carriers  with  the  scrutiny  necessary 
to  assure  safe  operations.  In  April  1 993,  the  FHWA  indicated  that  they  had  corrected  the 
discrepancies  between  the  ICC  census  information  and  their  own.  However,  since  the 
ICC  census  encompasses  only  about  20  percent  of  the  total  carrier  population  subject  to 
FHWA  oversight,  and  because  the  mechanisms  for  motor  carrier  identification  within 
FHWA  have  not  significantly  changed,  the  Safety  Board  remains  concerned  that  the 
FHWA  is  unable  to  identify  all  carriers.  Without  timely  identification,  the  FHWA  cannot 
assure  the  safety  oversight  of  all  carriers.  The  Vernon  investigation  report  was  adopted 
in  June  1993,  and  appropriate  recommendations  were  sent  to  the  FHWA  to  address  this 
issue.  The  Safety  Board  currently  is  awaiting  a  response  from  FHWA  regarding  these 
recommendations. 


Intercity  Bus  Safety 

In  1 992,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  six  accidents  involving  primarily  large  (over  26,000 
pounds  gross  weight)  intercity  buses.  The  accidents  resulted  in  10  fatal  and  164  injuries 
of  varying  degrees.  The  accidents  highlighted  several  recurrent  safety  issues,  specifically 
the  crashworthiness  of  buses,  occupant  ejections,  overhead  parcel  rack  separations, 
drivers  performance  (fatigue  and  drug  impairment),  and  carriers  oversight.  Although  these 
accidents  represent  the  more  severe  crashes  involving  intercity  (charter)  buses,  they  do 
address  relevant  safety  problems,  particularly  since  large  buses  are  increasingly  being 
used  by  both  public/private  schools  for  activity  trips,  and  by  social  organizations  for 
transportation. 
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The  Safety  Board  may  consider  conducting  a  special  investigation  which  focuses  on  the 
dominant  issues  identified  in  the  1992  bus  accidents;  driver  performance  and  vehicle 
crashworthiness.  Approximately  20-25  accidents  would  be  investigated  to  determine  the 
scope  of  these  problems  and  the  appropriate  countermeasures  that  would  be  needed  to 
address  these  issues.  The  accidents  could  be  investigated  without  significantly  impacting 
our  ability  to  support  majors  or  other  safety  study  projects. 


■Specialtv  Bus'  Safety 

The  September  1993,  Winslow  Township,  New  Jersey  senior  citizen  bus  crash 
investigation  again  raised  concerns  about  the  general  crashworthiness  of  small  buses 
(under  26,000  pounds  gross  weight)  certified  by  second  stage  manufacturers.  Preliminary 
results  indicated  that  four  passengers  were  fatally  injured  primarily  because  of  inadequate 
occupant  restraint/seat  protection.  These  buses  are  utilized  in  a  variety  of  functions 
including  school  pupil  transportation,  airport  passenger  shuttle,  transport  of  disabled 
persons,  prisoner  transport,  corporate  transport,  and  other  specialty  purposes. 

The  Safety  Board  would  like  to  investigate  crashes  of  moderate  or  greater  severity 
involving  small  buses  to  assess  a  number  of  crashworthiness  issues  which  includes: 
General  body  structural  crashworthiness,  particularly  during  side  impacts  or  rollovers; 
performance  of  restraint  systems  and  their  anchorages  (if  installed);  the  performance  of 
seat  structures;  the  adequacy  of  emergency  exits;  overhead  luggage  compartments, 
wheelchair  securement,  and   passenger  compartment  flammability. 


Highway  Bridge  Vulnerability 

In  t^ay  1993,  a  tractor  bulk-semitrailer,  traveled  off  of  an  Interstate  highway  near 
Evergreen,  Alabama,  and  collided  with  a  overpass  bridge  pier.  As  a  result,  the  pier  and 
two  overpass  spans  collapsed  onto  the  highway,  killing  3  persons.  The  bridge  pier  was 
not  designed  to  withstand  significant  lateral  loads  and  was  located  only  a  few  feet  from 
the  roadway.  Also  in  May  1993,  a  tow  boat  pushing  an  empty  hopper  barge  collided  with 
an  unprotected  highway  bridge  pier  in  the  inner  harbor  navigational  canal  in  New  Orleans, 
Louisiana.  As  a  result,  the  pier  and  two  bridge  spans  collapsed  into  the  canal,  and  killing 
2  persons.  This  bridge  pier  also  was  also  not  designed  to  withstand  significant  lateral 
loads,  and  over  time  became  vulnerable  to  ship  traffic  because  of  waterway  changes  in 
the  approach  to  the  canal. 

In  October  1993,  the  Safety  Board  conducted  a  public  hearing  in  New  Orleans,  Louisiana 
to  explore  the  issues  of  bridge  pier  protection  and  vulnerability.  In  February  1991,  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway  and  Transportation  Officials  issued  a  guide 
specification  for  vessel  collision  design  of  highway  bridges;  however,  most  States  have 
not  yet  begun  to  use  the  guide  or  assess  the  vulnerability  of  their  bridges  to  collisions  with 
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ships  or  heavy  commercial  vehicles.  The  Safety  Board  will  develop  recommendations  to 
address  the  complex  issue  of  bridge  pier  vulnerability  and  protection  in  these  reports 
which  are  scheduled  to  be  completed  early  in  1994. 


Commercial  Drivers  License 

The  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  implementation  of  the  Federal  Commercial  Drivers 
License  (CDL)  requirements  has  upgraded  the  fundamental  knowledge  base  for 
commercial  truck  and  bus  drivers.  Additionally,  the  CDL  has  reduced  the  number  of 
unqualified  and  reckless  commercial  vehicle  drivers  on  the  highway,  in  November  1 993, 
the  Safety  Board  investigated  a  tractor  semi-trailer  and  school  bus  collision  in  Snyder, 
Oklahoma.  As  a  result  of  this  accident,  four  school  children  and  the  bus  driver  were 
killed.  The  Safety  Board  found  that  although  the  truck  driver  had  a  current  Oklahoma 
CDL,  his  Texas  drivers  license  had  been  revoked,  and  his  driving  record  included  many 
convictions  for  traffic  offenses. 

The  Safety  Board  intends  to  monitor  the  effectiveness  of  the  CDL  to  assure  that  proper 
scrutiny  of  new  and  existing  commercial  vehicle  drivers  continues. 


North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement 

The  implementation  of  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  (NAFTA)  will 
dramatically  increase  the  volume  of  foreign  commercial  vehicle  traffic  on  the  nations 
public  roadways.  Public  confidence  and  variations  in  safety  regulations  and  requirements 
between  Canada,  Mexico,  and  the  United  States  will  be  the  focal  point  of  the  Safety 
Board's  safety  oversight  of  NAFTA.  The  Board  intends  to  monitor  the  Department  of 
Transportation  development  of  cooperative  agreements,  compatibility  of  regulations,  and 
other  transportation  safety  related  activities  as  they  relate  to  NAFTA.  Also,  it  will 
investigate  any  catastrophic  highway  accident  involving  a  foreign  motor  carrier  to  assess 
the  safety  effectiveness  of  the  NAFTA  agreements. 


MARINE 


Liftboat  Safetv 

Liftboats  are  self-propelled  vessels  with  features  of  both  conventional  offshore  supply 
vessels  (OSVs)  and  self-elevating  mobile  offshore  drilling  units  (MODU).  Casualty  figures 
for  a  three-year  period  showed  that  5.6  percent  of  the  fleet  of  about  250  liftboats  was 
involved  in  sinking  or  capsizing;  and  the  casualty  rate  for  liftboats  is  eleven  times  greater 
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than  that  of  traditional  OSVs.  From  1 980  to  1 987  approximately  1 8  percent  of  the  liftboat 
fleet  was  involved  in  an  accident  or  casualty  involving  major  damage  or  loss  of  life.  Of 
57  casualties  during  the  period,  10  lives  were  lost,  33  persons  were  injured,  and  liftboat 
damage  costs  alone  exceeded  $20  million. 

The  Coast  Guard  had  been  inspecting  liftboats  under  either  the  regulations  pertaining  to 
"Cargo  and  Miscellaneous  Vessels'  or  those  pertaining  to  "Small  Passenger  Vessels." 
In  1980,  the  Coast  Guard  published  rules  requiring  previously  uninspected  OSVs  to  be 
registered  with  an  Officer  In  Charge  of  Marine  Inspection  before  January  7,  1982,  and  to 
be  certificated  within  two  years  of  registration.  In  August  1 988,  because  of  the  similarities 
of  liftboat  and  conventional  OSV  operations,  the  rulemaking  projects  for  liftboats  and 
OSVs  were  combined,  and  the  comment  period  was  extended  until  October  31,  1989. 
The  proposed  Final  Rules  have  been  drafted  and  are  undergoing  final  review. 

In  1989,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  two  liftboat  accidents  (MA/  TITAN  and  M/V  AVCO 
V),  which  together  resulted  in  the  loss  of  13  lives.  The  Safety  Board  is  concerned  about 
the  safety  of  offshore  workers  being  transported  as  passengers  aboard  liftboats  insofar 
as  liftboats  are  not  designed  for  passenger  vessel  service.  The  Safety  Board  issued  35 
safety  recommendations  in  connection  with  both  of  these  liftboat  accidents.  The  response 
to  recommendations  dealing  with  material  and  operational  features  concerning  liftboats 
has  been  positive.  However,  the  Board  continues  to  be  concerned  about  the  numbers 
and  safety  of  offshore  workers  or  persons  in  addition  to  the  crew  that  may  be  transported 
aboard  liftboats. 

The  Safety  Board  takes  exception  to  the  Coast  Guard's  rulemaking  proposal  to  create  the 
term  "offshore  workers"  and  limiting  the  number  of  persons  carried  to  not  more  than  36. 
This  violates  the  statutory  limits  of  carrying  not  more  than  16  persons  in  addition  to  the 
crew  on  domestic  voyages  and  not  more  than  12  passengers  on  foreign  voyages. 


Crew  Manning  and  Fatigue* 

In  every  accident  investigation,  emphasis  is  directed  toward  examining  all  elements  of 
human  performance,  especially  fatigue.  The  most  significant  marine  accident  involving 
fatigue  by  operating  personnel  was  the  March  1989  grounding  of  the  EXXON  VALDEZ 
in  the  Prince  William  Sound,  Alaska.  In  that  accident,  the  Safety  Board  found  that  the 
navigation  watch  officer  failed  to  maneuver  the  vessel  properly  because  of  fatigue  and 
excessive  workload.  This  particular  watch  officer  had  voluntarily  remained  on  duty 
beyond  his  normal  watch  in  order  to  give  the  officer  scheduled  to  relieve  him  additional 
time  to  rest,  because  that  officer  was  fatigued.  Another  case  investigated  by  the  Safety 
Board  where  fatigue  was  a  causal  factor  was  the  grounding  of  the  Greek  tankship 
WORLD  PRODIGY  in  Buzzards  Bay  near  the  coast  of  Rhode  Island  on  June  23,  1989. 
In  that  accident  the  vessel's  master  had  been  on  the  bridge  for  approximately  36  hours 
with  virtually  no  rest,  because  the  vessel  had  encountered  fog  and  vessel  traffic  as  it 
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approached  the  East  Coast  of  the  U.S.  The  Safety  Board  found  that  the  cause  of  the 
grounding  was  the  master's  impaired  judgment  from  acute  fatigue,  which  led  to  his 
decisions  to  decrease  the  navigation  watch  and  to  involve  himself  in  non-essential  tasks 
during  a  crucial  period  in  the  ship's  navigation. 

The  investigation  of  the  capsizing  and  sinking  of  the  U.S.  fish  processing  vessel 
ALEUTIAN  ENTERPRISE  on  March  22,  1990,  revealed  that  many  of  the  crew  suffered 
from  fatigue,  particularly  the  processing  personnel  who  worked  very  long  hours  often 
foregoing  meals  to  acquire  needed  sleep.  The  Safety  Board  again  called  attention  to  the 
potential  deleterious  effects  of  long-term  sleep  loss.  Although  there  were  no  indications 
that  sleep  loss  contributed  to  this  accident,  the  Safety  Board  continues  to  have  serious 
concerns  about  the  far-reaching  effect  of  long  work  hours  and  resulting  fatigue  such  as 
existed  on  board  this  U.S.  fish  processing  vessel. 

The  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  give  high  priority  to  investigating  accidents  where 
fatigue  could  be  a  causal  factor.  The  Board  also  will  monitor  the  application  of  existing 
laws,  regulations,  and  company  operating  practices  related  to  manning  and  hours  of  work 
to  determine  if  they  ensure  that  crewmembers  receive  proper  rest. 


Large  Vessel  Maneuvering  in  Harbors  and  Channels 

Large  vessels  that  transit  the  entrance  channels  to  ports  and  harbors  in  relatively  shallow 
water  become  less  maneuverable  because  of  their  proximity  to  the  bottom  and  the  sides 
of  the  channel.  Transit  through  shallow  water  creates  forces  that  oppose  those  of  the 
ship's  rudder  and  degrade  the  controllability  of  the  vessel.  Because  of  the  increase  in 
size  of  present  day  vessels,  the  hydrodynamic  forces  generated  also  are  significantly 
increased.  Shallow  water  phenomena  are  often  difficult  to  predict.  As  a  result,  the  risk 
of  groundings  and  collisions  and  consequent  fire  and  pollution  effects  have  increased. 

The  Safety  Board  has  addressed  these  matters  in  a  number  of  accident  reports  and  has 
made  recommendations  to  the  Coast  Guard  and  pilot  associations  pointing  out  that 
modern  simulator  training  can  supplement  the  traditional  hands-on  type  of  training, 
particularly  where  training  in  hydrodynamic  interaction  is  lacking. 

An  accident  that  occurred  in  the  Houston  Ship  Channel  in  1990  was  the  result  of  a 
meeting  situation  followed  by  a  loss  of  control  of  one  of  the  vessels,  the  Greek  tankship 
SHINOUSSA,  due  to  forces  created  by  bank  suction  and  ship  interactions.  The 
subsequent  collision  with  a  multiple  barge  tow  resulted  in  major  pollution.  Again  the 
nartow  confines  of  the  waterway,  vessel  size  and  vessel  speed  were  factors  contributing 
to  the  loss  of  control  of  the  vessel. 
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In  August,  1992,  one  of  the  largest  passenger  vessels  in  the  international  cruising  fleet, 
the  British  registered  QUEEN  ELIZABETH  2,  grounded  while  departing  Vineyard  Sound, 
a  waterway  on  the  north  coast  of  Martha's  Vineyard,  Massachusetts.  One  of  the  major 
issues  in  the  investigation  was  the  squat  (decrease  in  under-keel  clearance)  and  shallow 
water  effects  due  to  the  speed  and  draft  of  the  vessel  which  contributed  to  the  severity 
of  the  damage. 

In  August,  1993,  the  BALSA  37,  a  Philippine  registered  bulk  carrier,  collided  with  two 
ocean-going  tank  barges  in  Tampa  Bay,  Florida.  Two  of  the  vessels  were  under  the 
guidance  of  Florida  State  pilots  while  the  third  vessel  was  under  the  command  of  a 
Federal  pilot.  The  collision  resulted  in  a  fire  and  explosion  aboard  one  barge  and  a 
rupture  in  a  cargo  tank  of  the  second  barge  causing  a  major  oil  spill  that  polluted  nearby 
beaches.  A  major  issue  in  the  investigation  was  to  determine  if  adequate  room  existed 
for  3  large  vessels  to  meet/overtake  in  a  bend  in  the  channel  under  typical  navigating 
conditions. 

There  is  no  single  answer  to  the  problem  of  ship  accidents  induced  by  degraded 
maneuverability.  Often  the  solutions  need  to  be  tailored  to  the  characteristics  of  the 
waterway.  The  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  investigate  these  types  of  accidents  to  find 
the  most  effective  solutions  that  will  protect  our  ports  and  waterways. 


Bridge  Resource  Management 

Accidents  investigated  by  the  Safety  Board,  as  well  as  studies  conducted  by  the 
International  Chamber  of  Shipping,  the  International  Maritime  Organization  (IMO),  and  the 
Coast  Guard  have  identified  human  error  as  the  primary  causal  factor  in  more  than  75 
percent  of  all  marine  accidents.  Specifically,  many  of  the  rammings,  groundings, 
collisions,  and  other  marine  casualties  were  attributable  to  a  common  core  of  problems 
which  include  the  failure  of  the  members  of  the  bridge  team  to:  1)  properly  plan,  execute, 
and  monitor  their  vessel's  navigation;  2)  establish  clear  lines  of  communication  between 
members  of  the  bridge  team;  3)  properly  assign  tasks  and  delegate  responsibilities;  and 
4)  effectively  utilize  all  resources,  including  equipment,  personnel,  and  information 
available  to  them. 

Several  U.S.  shipping  companies,  government  agencies,  and  industry  training  institutions 
have  undertaken  pioneering  efforts  to  determine  how  accidents  caused  by  human  error 
can  be  prevented.  The  result  of  their  efforts  was  the  development  of  training  commonly 
referred  to  as  Bridge  Resource  Management  (BRM)  Training. 

BRM  shares  similar  basic  principles  with  Cockpit  Resource  Management,  which  has 
enjoyed  great  success  in  the  aviation  industry.  The  purpose  of  BRM  is  to  instill  in 
mariners  behaviors  to  ensure  the  effective  use  of  all  available  resources  to  prevent 
accidents  that  can  occur  as  a  result  of  human  error.    Bridge  resource  management 
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training,  which  easily  could  be  applied  to  both  civilian  and  military  bridge  watchstanders, 
including  masters  and  commanding  officers,  was  developed  to  provide  bridge 
watchstanders,  who  frequently  operate  under  high  workload/high  stress  conditions,  with 
strategies  for  accomplishing  their  tasks  in  a  coordinated,  efficient,  and  controlled  manner. 
It  is  a  course  of  study  intended  to  provide  the  industry  with  an  understanding  of  the 
complexities  of  the  human  element  in  shipboard  operations.  Above  all  else,  such  training, 
through  a  series  of  classroom  lectures  and  simulator-based  training,  stresses  techniques 
for  team-building  so  that  bridge  watchstanders  are  not  only  better  prepared  to  meet  the 
everyday  demands  of  the  job,  but  also  are  better  prepared  to  respond  to  unexpected 
events.  Because  shipowners  are  becoming  increasingly  aware  of  human  error  as  a 
cause  of  accidents  and  because  BRM  training,  designed  to  reduce  the  occurrence  of 
human  error,  utilizes  many  common  sense  principles  that  have  been  in  use  in  various 
segments  of  the  maritime  industry  for  many  years  (but  not  always  uniformly  applied),  such 
training  is  gaining  credibility  within  the  industry. 

As  a  result  of  its  investigations  of  the  groundings  of  the  WORLD  PRODIGY,  the  U.S. 
tankship  STAR  CONNECTICUT  and  the  QUEEN  ELIZABETH  2,  the  Safety  Board 
determined  that  many  of  the  principles  incorporated  into  BRM  training  probably  could 
have  prevented  each  of  these  accidents.  Following  the  Board's  investigation  of  the 
WORLD  PRODIGY  and  STAR  CONNECTICUT  groundings,  the  Safety  Board 
recommended  to  the  Coast  Guard  that  BRM  training  be  required  for  all  deck  officers 
aboard  U.S.  flag  vessels  of  more  than  1,600  gross  tons.  Also  because  the  WORLD 
PRODIGY  and  the  QUEEN  ELIZABETH  groundings  involved  foreign  flag  vessels,  it  was 
recommended  that  the  Coast  Guard  propose  to  the  IMO  that  the  International  Convention 
on  Standards  of  Training,  Certification  and  Watchkeeping  for  Seafarers,  1 978  (STC  W)  be 
amended  to  require  BRM  training  for  foreign  deck  officers  as  well.  The  QUEEN 
ELIZABETH  2  report  went  one  step  further  by  recommending  that  masters  and  deck 
officers  aboard  vessels  be  required  to  successfully  complete  initial  and  recurrent  training 
in  BRM.  This  training  of  foreign  deck  officers  in  BRM  is  of  particular  concern  to  the 
Safety  Board  because  of  the  fact  that  more  than  96  percent  of  our  nation's  international 
commerce  is  carried  in  and  out  of  our  ports  and  waterways  aboard  foreign  flag  vessels. 

Presently,  neither  Coast  Guard  regulations  nor  the  provisions  contained  in  the  STCW 
require  BRM  training  for  applicants  seeking  an  original,  upgrade,  or  renewal  of  a  deck 
license.  Because  human  error  continues  to  be  the  primary  cause  of  marine  accidents  and 
because  such  accidents  continue  to  occur  too  frequently,  the  Safety  Board  will  continue 
to  focus  on  this  significant  safety  issue  in  its  marine  accident  investigations. 


Tank  Ship  Safety 

Tank  ship  accidents  continue  to  concern  the  Safety  Board.    Accidents  involving  the 
JUPITER,  SURF  CITY,  and  most  recently  the  OMI  CHARGER,  which  is  currently  under 
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investigation  by  the  Safety  Board  resulted  in  explosions  and  fires.  The  first  two  accidents 
involved  cargo  spills  in  which  the  spilled  cargo  was  consumed  in  the  ensuing  fire,  while 
the  third  occurred  on  an  'empty'  vessel. 

The  investigation  of  the  JUPITER  revealed  causal  elements  in  the  areas  of  training  and 
judgement,  such  as  decisions  regarding  overtaking  and  meeting  other  vessels  in  a  narrow 
waterway,  and  passing  close  abeam  a  moored  vessel.  The  SURF  CITY  accident 
investigation  uncovered  causal  factors  such  as  the  proper  ventilation  of  tanks,  tank 
atmospheric  testing,  and  the  effects  of  operational  stresses  on  the  tank  ship's  structural 
integrity. 

The  Safety  Board  has  made  recommendations  to  shipping  companies,  national  agencies, 
and  international  organizations  concerning  the  routing  of  ballast  piping  through  cargo 
tanks,  the  inclusion  of  ballast  tanks  and  void  spaces  within  the  cargo  block  in  the  inert 
gas  system,  and  changes  to  the  tank  entry  procedures. 

With  tank  ship  accidents  continuing  to  occur  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
from  a  wide  variety  of  causal  factors,  the  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  give  a  high  priority 
to  investigating  such  accidents  and  working  to  improve  the  safety  of  ail  tank  ships. 


Inland  Towing  Safety 

In  September  1993,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  an  inland  towboat  and  tow  ramming 
of  a  fixed  railroad  bridge  over  a  navigable  watenway  near  Mobile,  Alabama.  The  towboat 
operator  became  lost/confused  in  dense  fog  and  struck  a  railroad  bridge  in  a  side  channel 
(the  Big  Bayou  Canot),  off  of  the  Mobile  River,  that  is  not  used  for  navigation.  The  bridge 
received  only  minimal  damage,  but  the  contact  between  the  barges  and  the  bridge  shifted 
the  track  enough  to  cause  the  Amtrak  Sunset  Limited  train  to  strike  the  east  girder  of  the 
through  girder  span,  derail,  and  plunge  into  the  Big  Bayou  Canot.  Forty  passengers  and 
seven  crewmembers  died  in  the  accident.  The  Safety  Board's  investigation  is  ongoing, 
but  has  revealed  that  changes  are  needed  in  both  railroad  and  towboat  equipment, 
accident  reporting,  and  possible  changes  in  towboat  operator  qualifications  and  training, 
particularly  in  the  use  of  radar. 

In  May  1 993,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  another  inland  towboat  and  tow  that  struck 
the  Judge  Seeber  Bridge  (lift  bridge)  in  New  Orleans,  Louisiana.  The  barge  drifted  into 
an  unprotected  bridge  pier  near  to  the  river  bank  and  the  145-foot  land  approach  span 
collapsed.  One  person  was  killed  and  two  were  severely  injured.  The  Safety  Board's 
investigation  is  ongoing,  but  has  revealed  that  bridge  pier  protection  and  side  impact 
standards  need  improvement. 
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riorto  1993,  the  last  major  accident  investigated  by  the  Safety  Board  involving  an  inland 
towing  vessel  and  a  bridge  was  in  1984  (ERIN  MARIE  and  tow  ramming  of  the  Poplar 
Street  Bridge  in  St.  Louis,  Missouri).  However,  there  have  been  numerous  accidents 
involving  bridges,  but  without  the  catastrophic  results  of  these  recent  accidents. 

These  recent  accidents  have  caused  the  Safety  Board  to  reexamine  the  problem  of  inland 
towing  vessels  operating  through  bridges  in  the  navigable  waterways  of  this  nation  and 
bridge  vulnerability  to  errant  waterborne  traffic. 


PIPEUNE 


Cast  Iron  Pipe  Replacement 

On  August  29,  1990,  a  natural  gas  explosion  and  fire  destroyed  two  row  houses  and 
damaged  two  adjacent  houses  and  three  parked  cars  in  Allentown,  Pennsylvania.  One 
person  was  killed,  and  nine  people,  including  two  fire  fighters,  were  injured.  The  Board's 
investigation  disclosed  that  water  eroded  the  soil  foundation  beneath  the  4-inch-diameter 
cast  iron  gas  main.  This  caused  the  pipe  to  crack  circumferentially,  releasing  gas  that 
then  migrated  into  the  basement  of  an  adjacent  building  where  it  ignited,  exploded,  and 
burned.  Post-accident  metallurgical  examination  revealed  that  the  cast  iron  main,  which 
had  been  installed  in  1903,  was  significantly  weakened  by  graphitic  corrosion. 

The  Safety  Board  has  found  in  its  investigations  that  most  gas  operators  do  not  submit 
failed  segments  of  cast  iron  pipe  for  laboratory  analysis  to  determine  the  extent  to  which 
the  pipe  has  been  weakened  by  graphitic  corrosion.  Most  often,  they  have  done  little 
more  than  require  a  mechanical  check  of  the  pipe  to  determine  if  it  could  be  damaged 
easily,  an  indication  of  severe  graphitic  corrosion  damage,  and  to  then  install  a  leak  clamp 
around  the  crack  to  keep  the  pipe  in  operation.  Gas  pipeline  operators'  cast  iron 
replacement  policies,  for  the  most  part,  have  been  to  replace  cast  iron  pipe  within  a  city 
block  after  a  main  has  experienced  three  breaks  or  to  replace  the  mains  within  a  street 
intersection  after  they  experienced  two  breaks. 

The  Safety  Board  had  determined  previously  that  industry  practices  were  inadequate  to 
identify  and  remove  from  service  gas  mains  that  threaten  public  safety.  This  is  because 
these  practices  do  not  generally  include  consideration  of  previous  graphitization, 
corrosiveness  of  the  soil,  bending  strength  of  cast  iron  pipe  (especially  those  that  are  8- 
inch-diameter  and  smaller),  leak  history,  and  potential  pipe  damage  in  areas  being 
renovated  or  otherwise  subjected  to  major  adjacent  excavation  operations.  In  its  1986 
report  on  a  natural  gas  accident  9t  Derby,  Connecticut,  on  December  6,  1985,  that  killed 
six  people  and  injured  12  others,  the  Safety  Board  addressed  the  need  for  effective, 
programmed  replacement  of  cast  iron  gas  mains.  In  that  report,  the  Board  acknowledged 
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that,  much  like  the  gas  industry,  it  had  previously  treated  the  cast  iron  pipe  failures  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  with  recommendations  for  corrective  action  being  made  only  to  the 
gas  operator.  The  Board  also  found  that  the  amount  of  cast  iron  pipe  in  gas  distribution 
service  had  decreased  over  the  years  while  the  number  of  reportable  accidents  had 
remained  relatively  constant,  indicating  that  the  number  of  leaks  per  mile  of  cast  iron  main 
was  increasing.  The  Board  acknowledged  that  some  operators  of  large  distribution 
systems  had  already  begun  collecting  the  data  needed  to  identify  cast  iron  systems  most 
prone  to  failure  and  had  established  replacement  programs.  However,  most  operators 
had  not  and  there  was  no  guidance  to  assist  or  encourage  them  to  develop  cast  iron 
replacement  practices.  The  Board  concluded  that  it  was  time  for  the  industry  to  begin 
phasing  out  cast  iron  piping  systems,  many  of  which  had  served  the  public  for  more  than 
1 00  years. 

In  the  years  since  the  Board's  report,  only  limited  industry  action  has  been  taken  to 
encourage  the  replacement  of  deteriorated  and  aging  cast  iron  gas  distribution  systems. 
In  1986,  the  Gas  Research  Institute  issued  its  report,  "Cast  Iron  Maintenance  Optimization 
System,"  to  provide  gas  operators  with  an  evaluation  model  for  deciding  whether  to  repair 
or  replace  cast  iron  pipe.  This  computerized  model  provides  an  analytical  tool  that  could 
assist  operators  in  estimating  the  probability  of  breaks  and  leaks  on  individual  segments 
of  cast  iron  gas  mains,  evaluating  repair  versus  replace  options,  and  identifying 
replacement  priorities.  The  Safety  Board  understands  that  the  AGA  Gas  Piping 
Technology  Committee  has  recently  completed  its  guidelines  to  assist  gas  operators  on 
developing  cast  iron  replacement  policies. 

The  Safety  Board  is  pleased  that  the  gas  industry  now  has  an  analytical  tool  and 
guidelines  to  aid  gas  operators  in  establishing  cast  iron  system  replacement  policies. 
However,  it  has  taken  six  years  to  get  to  this  point  and  there  is  no  assurance  that  the  gas 
industry  operators  will  implement  effective  cast  iron  replacement  programs  in  a  timely 
manner  to  reduce  their  threat  to  public  safety.  RSPA  has  recently  sent  out  an  advisory 
bulletin  telling  gas  pipeline  operators  that  its  rules  require  a  program  for  identifying 
segments  of  cast  iron  pipelines  that  endanger  public  safety  and  for  replacing  those 
segments. 

RSPA  issued  safety  alert  notices  to  operators  of  yas  pipeline  facilities  in  1991  and  again 
in  1992  that  discussed  the  need  for  cast  iron  replacement  programs.  The  Safety  Board 
investigated  the  November  6,  1992,  natural  gas  explosion  that  occurred  in  Catskill,  New 
York  and  resulted  in  one  fatality  and  one  injury.  The  house  that  exploded  had  no  gas 
service,  but  gas  in  the  line  in  the  street  leaked  into  backfill  for  a  sewer  drain  and  into  the 
house.  The  Safety  Board  determined  during  the  investigation  that  Central  Hudson  Gas 
and  Electric  Corporation  had  not  adopted  a  formal  procedure  for  monitoring  and 
systematically  replacing  cast  iron  pipe.  A  recommendation  was  issued  to  Central  Hudson, 
and  the  Board  will  continue  to  place  emphasis  on  the  need  for  cast  iron  replacement 
programs.  On  June  28, 1993,  a  12-inch  cast  iron  gas  main  in  Washington,  D.C.  ruptured. 
As  a  result  of  the  accident,  there  were  four  injuries  and  one  fatality.  The  pipe  had  a  17 
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inch  by  4.5  inch  hole  due  to  extensive  graphite  corrosion.  Public  Law  102-508  section 
107  (Replacement  of  Cast  Iron  Pipelines  -  October  24,  1992)  requires  that  within  two 
years  of  the  issuance  of  industry  guidelines  that  the  Secretary  conduct  a  survey  of 
operators  plans  for  safe  management  and  replacement  of  cast  iron  pipes. 


Safety  of  Militarv  Base  Gas  Svstems 

On  December  9, 1990,  a  gas  system  valve  between  one  of  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison's  gas 
distribution  systems  and  a  disconnected  segment  was  inadvertently  opened,  allowing  gas 
to  enter  residential  buildings  that  had  previously  received  their  gas  from  the  disconnected 
segment.  Gas  accumulating  in  one  of  the  buildings  was  ignited.  The  resulting  explosion 
killed  two  occupants  and  injured  24  persons.  One  building  was  destroyed  and  two  others 
were  damaged. 

Although  the  U.S.  Army  made  many  improvements  in  its  operations  since  the  accident, 
the  Safety  Board  found  in  its  report  on  the  accident  that  many  improvements  were  still 
necessary  for  the  Army  to  safely  operate  natural  gas  distribution  systems.  The  Army's 
gas  distribution  systems  need  to  be  managed  by  persons  qualified  by  experience  and 
training  in  gas  distribution  system  design,  construction,  and  operations.  The  maps  used 
in  operating  gas  systems  require  updating  to  eliminate  inaccuracies  and  to  include  omitted 
information.  Annual  assessments  of  adherence  to  design,  construction,  maintenance,  and 
operation  standards  should  be  performed  to  identify  and  correct  deficiencies.  Also,  the 
U.S.  Army  should  require  that  its  gas  pipeline  systems  conform  to  the  Federal  design, 
construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  requirements  that  are  applicable  to  civilian  gas 
distribution  systems.  The  Board  issued  eight  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  for  improving  its  gas  pipeline  safety  operations.  The  Army  responded  favorably  to 
all  eight  of  the  Board's  safety  recommendations  and  they  have  been  "Closed  -- 
Acceptable  Action".  The  recommendations  closed  required  gas  safety  pipeline  systems 
to  conform  with  existing  Federal  regulations  and  to  provide  proper  equipment  and  training, 
qualified  personnel,  update  of  maps,  annual  assessments  and  employee  training  and 
certification. 

The  Board  compared  the  gas  pipeline  operations  of  the  Army  with  those  of  the  U.S.  Navy 
and  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and  found  several  areas  where  similar  deficiencies  appear  to  exist. 
Consequently,  the  Board  recommended  that  the  Secretaries  of  the  Navy  and  the  Air 
Force  evaluate  their  gas  pipeline  safety  programs  to  identify  and  correct  deficiencies,  if 
any.  The  Navy  and  Air  Force  have  not  responded  to  the  recommendations  addressed 
to  them. 
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Improved  Pipeline  Isolation  Capability 


The  Safety  Board  has  supported  greater  use  by  the  pipeline  industry  of  remote  and 
automatic  valves  to  promptly  isolate  failed  portions  of  pipelines.  Pipeline  operators,  after 
experiencing  accidents  that  were  investigated  by  the  Safety  Board,  have  recognized  the 
value  of  these  types  of  valves  and  have  improved  the  capability  of  their  pipeline  systems 
to  isolate  future  failures.  Based  on  findings  in  its  March  1991  report,  "Emergency  Flow 
Restricting  Devices  Study,"  the  RSPA  now  is  considering  a  proposed  rulemaking  to 
require  the  installation  of  remotely-operated  valves  on  pipelines  at  either  side  of  water 
crossings  and  at  locations  in  close  proximity  to  the  public.  The  RSPA  also  is  considering 
a  requirement  to  retrofit  existing  main  line  valves  or  to  install  new  remote  controlled  valves 
on  liquid  pipelines  located  in  urban  areas.  However,  this  work  is  being  delayed  by  a 
RSPA  review  that  is  intended  to  eliminate  requirements  that  are  not  cost  effective. 
On  October  24, 1 992,  legislation  was  passed  requiring  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to 
conduct  a  study,  within  two  years,  on  the  effectiveness  of  emergency  flow  restricting 
devices  and  other  procedures,  systems,  and  equipment  used  to  detect  and  locate  pipeline 
ruptures  and  minimize  releases.  Within  two  years  of  the  completion  of  the  survey  the 
Secretary  is  to  issue  regulations  for  the  use  of  emergency  excess  flow  restricting  devices 
and  other  systems. 

On  March  28,  1 993,  a  36-inch-diameter  Colonial  Pipeline  that  was  transporting  fuel  oil 
ruptured  in  Reston,  Virginia.  The  remotely  operated  valves  were  spaced  45  miles  apart 
in  the  area  of  the  accident.  Before  the  spill  could  be  controlled,  407,000  gallons  had  been 
released,  much  of  it  into  Sugarland  Run  Creek  which  flows  into  the  Potomac  River, 
upstream  of  water  in-take  valves  for  Northern  Virginia.  The  Safety  Board  testified  on  May 
18,  1993,  before  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Investigations  and  Oversight,  that  remote 
valves  had  to  be  spaced  closer  in  highly  populated  and  environmentally  sensitive  areas. 


Improved  Monitoring  of  Liquid  Pipelines 

Safety  Board  investigations  of  liquid  pipeline  accidents  have  resulted  in  pipeline  operators 
improving  their  pipeline  monitoring  systems  to  better  detect  releases  of  products.  This 
also  has  resulted  in  RSPA's  initiation  of  a  program  to  assess  the  adequacy  of  its  pipeline 
monitoring  requirements.  The  Texas  Eastern  Products  Pipeline  Company,  as  a  result  of 
the  March  13,  1990,  failure  at  North  Blenheim,  New  York,  now  is  monitoring  each  of  its 
pump  stations  to  alert  its  dispatchers  of  failures  and  other  abnormal  operations.  The 
Buckeye  Pipe  Line  Company,  as  a  result  of  the  March  30,  1990,  failure  at  Freeport, 
Pennsylvania,  has  modified  its  monitoring  system  to  provide  additional  alarms  to  alert  its 
dispatchers  to  abnormal  operating  conditions.  In  March  1992,  the  Colonial  Pipeline 
Company  began  operating  its  new  pipeline  monitoring  system.  This  system  provides  data 
updates  at  five  second  intervals  through  uses  of  satellite  communications  and  it  uses  a 
leak  detection  subsystem  to  approximate  the  location  of  major  leaks  or  other  abnormal 
operations.  In  its  March  1991  report,  "Emergency  Flow  Restricting  Devices  Study,"  the 

-72- 


344 

RSPA  announced  that  it  is  now  considering  whether  it  should  modify  its  present  pipeline 
monitoring  regulations  to  require  leak  detection  capabilities.  The  Safety  Board  believes 
that  a  means  to  promptly  detect  and  identify  the  locations  of  releases  from  pipelines  is 
essential  to  safe  pipeline  operations;  however,  RSPA  has  delayed  this  work  pending  its 
review  that  is  intended  to  eliminate  requirements  that  are  not  cost  effective. 

On  April  7,1992,  Seminole  Pipeline  Company  had  a  release  of  highly  volatile  liquids  from 
a  salt  dome  cavern.  While  the  operator  was  alerted  by  sensors  at  the  Supervisory 
Control  and  Data  Acquisitions  (SCADA)  console,  the  system  was  not  state-of-the-art  and 
the  operator  did  not  recognize  earlier  signs  of  dropping  pressure  until  a  significant  amount 
of  material  had  escaped.  In  November  1993,  the  Board  adopted  a  recommendation  to 
the  American  Petroleum  Institute  and  the  American  Gas  Association  that  called  for  the 
development  of  standards  and  guidelines  for  the  design  and  use  of  graphic  display 
systems. 

In  the  fvlarch  28,  1993,  release  of  fuel  oil  from  Colonial  Pipeline,  the  dropping  pressure 
and  alarms  on  the  SCADA  system  highlighted  the  leak  and  it  was  shut  with  remote  valves 
within  minutes  of  the  leak.  The  Safety  Board  testified  at  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Investigations  and  Oversight  that  SCADA  systems  must  have  good  leak  detection  and 
properly  spaced  remotely  operated  valves  to  quickly  shut  ruptured  lines  down  and  mitigate 
spills.  As  part  of  this  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  will  further  study  the  need  for  good 
leak  detection.  Public  Law  102-508  (October  24,  1992)  also  requires  the  study  of 
systems  and  equipment  used  to  detect  and  locate  pipeline  ruptures  (section  212).  RSPA 
is  conducting  a  study  of  the  effectiveness  of  leak  detection  systems  within  SCADA 
networks;  the  Safety  Board  will  provide  input  to  this  effort  when  these  efforts  progress  to 
rulemaking. 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 


Transportation  of  Hazardous  Materials  by  Rail 

On  l\/lay  16,  1991,  the  Board  adopted  a  safety  study  on  the  transportation  of  hazardous 
materials  by  rail.  In  support  of  the  study,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  45  railroad 
accidents  that  occurred  during  a  one  year  period,  and  reviewed  reports  of  its  past  major 
accident  investigations  and  special  studies.  The  study  identified  the  movement  of  more 
than  1.52  million  carloads  of  hazardous  materials  in  1989.  The  Safety  Board  also  found 
that,  during  the  five-year  period  from  1985  through  1989,  there  were  2,121  railroad 
accidents  involving  hazardous  materials,  and  more  than  100,000  people  were  evacuated 
following  railroad  accidents  in  which  hazardous  materials  were  involved. 
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The  study  concluded  that  hazardous  materials  that  are  highly  flammable  or  toxic,  or  that 
pose  a  threat  to  the  environment,  are  frequently  transported  in  tank  cars  that  provide 
inadequate  protection  even  though  better  protected  tank  cars  are  available.  As  a  result, 
the  Board  urged  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  to  consider  the  environmental 
hazards  posed  when  conducting  its  risk  analysis  on  the  release  of  hazardous  materials 
from  tank  cars.  The  Safety  Board  also  called  for  industry  to  develop  a  list  of  the  more 
dangerous  products  now  being  shipped  in  D0T-111A  tank  cars  and  to  voluntarily  begin 
shipping  these  products  in  better  protected  cars  while  the  DOT  carries  out  its  product  risk 
assessment. 

The  Chemical  Manufacturers  Association  (CMA)  now  requires  each  of  its  members  to 
have  an  ongoing  chemical  distribution  risk  management  program  to  evaluate  chemical 
distribution  risks  and  develop  and  implement  risk  reduction  methods  that  are  appropriate 
for  the  level  of  risk.  To  assist  companies  in  their  risk  assessment/risk  reduction  efforts, 
the  CMA  has  developed  tools  for  qualitative  distribution  risk  management,  and  has  been 
working  with  the  Association  of  American  Railroads  and  the  Railway  Progress  Institute 
to  develop  a  quantitative  risk  assessment  protocol.  The  risk  assessment  program  will 
consider  the  characteristics  and  hazards  associated  with  chemicals  transported,  tank  car 
type  and  volume,  shipping  conditions,  track  class,  and  other  variables. 

In  at  least  21  of  the  45  cases  investigated,  the  Safety  Board  found  that  local  emergency 
response  incident  commanders  did  not  have  a  hazardous  materials  emergency  response 
plan  to  follow,  and  in  19  of  the  45  cases,  incident  commanders  and  railroad  personnel 
had  not  been  in  contact  with  each  other  to  develop  a  plan  of  action  in  the  event  of  a  train 
accident  involving  hazardous  materials.  Based  on  these  findings,  the  Safety  Board  called 
for  various  organizations,  such  as  the  National  League  of  Cities  and  the  International  Fire 
Chiefs  Association,  to  urge  their  members  to  develop  and  coordinate  written  emergency 
response  plans  and  procedures  for  handling  hazardous  materials  releases  between 
emergency  response  organizations  and  railroads. 

Nine  major  railroad  systems  have  responded  positively  to  the  Safety  Board's 
recommendations  calling  for  improved  coordination  with  communities  adjacent  to  railroad 
yards  and  along  railroads'  hazardous  materials  routes;  likewise,  these  railroad  systems 
are  taking  actions  to  establish  hazardous  materials  training  programs  and  evaluation 
systems  for  their  employees.  The  American  Short  Line  Railroad  Association  also  notified 
all  of  its  members  of  the  need  to  meet  the  intent  of  the  Board's  recommendations. 
Finally,  the  Safety  Board  accepted  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration's  response  that 
the  Research  and  Special  Program  Administration's  final  rule  "Training  for  Hazardous 
Materials"  would  require  railroad  employees  to  be  trained  in  hazardous  materials 
emergency  procedures  before  they  could  operate  a  train.  Additionally,  the  final  rule  would 
require  rail  carriers  to  document  the  training  provided  for  each  of  their  employees. 
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Cargo  Tank  Rollover  Protection 


In  1991,  the  Safety  Board  investigated  seven  highway  accidents  involving  truck  cargo 
tanks  that  overturned,  resulting  in  damage  to  top  fittings  and  the  release  of  hazardous 
materials.  The  findings  from  these  investigations  were  published  on  February  4,  1992, 
as  part  of  the  Safety  Board's  Special  Investigation  Report  on  Cargo  Tank  Overturn 
Protection.  All  of  the  cargo  tanks  were  equipped  with  rollover  protection  devices  to 
protect  the  top  fittings.  However,  the  Safety  Board  found  that  in  three  of  the  rollover 
accidents,  structural  failure  of  the  rollover  protection  devices  resulted  in  impact  damage 
to  the  top  fittings,  and  in  four  of  the  rollover  accidents,  the  design  and  configuration  of  the 
rollover  protection  devices  were  not  adequate  to  protect  and  shield  the  fittings  from 
objects  external  to  the  tanks  or  from  plowing  into  the  ground. 

The  Safety  Board  concluded  that  the  FH  WA  had  not  adequately  exercised  its  enforcement 
responsibilities  pertaining  to  cargo  tank  design  and  construction  requirements,  that  the 
industry  was  not  provided  sufficient  guidance  on  how  to  comply  with  the  minimum 
safety  requirements,  and  that  the  accident  data  bases  were  not  adequate  to  identify 
important  trends  or  potential  problems  related  to  the  design  and  construction  of  cargo 
tanks. 

As  a  result  of  the  special  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  issued  12  safety 
recommendations  to  the  FHWA  and  the  RSPA.  The  Safety  Board  recommended  that 
cargo  tank  manufacturers  be  provided  specific  written  guidance  about  factors  and 
assumptions  that  must  be  considered  when  calculating  the  loads  on  rollover  protection 
devices  and  acceptable  means  to  shield  and  protect  the  top  fittings.  Further,  the  Board 
recommended  that  the  FHWA  and  the  RSPA  take  action  to  improve  the  performance  of 
rollover  protection  devices  by  modeling  and  analyzing  the  forces  that  can  act  upon 
rollover  protection  devices  during  a  rollover  accident  and  to  promulgate  performance 
standards  for  rollover  protection  devices  based  on  the  engineering  modeling  and  analysis. 
The  Safety  Board  also  recommended  that  improvements  be  made  in  the  collection  of 
information  necessary  to  identify  patterns  of  cargo  tank  equipment  failure  and  that  a 
compliance  program  be  implemented  to  evaluate  if  newly-manufactured  cargo  tanks  meet 
design  and  construction  requirements. 

On  July  19,  1992,  the  FHWA  responded  to  these  safety  recommendations  and  advised 
the  Safety  Board  that  it  had  hired  a  contractor  to  evaluate  the  designs  of  overturn 
protection  devices  used  by  specific  manufacturers  and  was  developing  an  enforcement 
program  to  systematically  evaluate  the  design  and  construction  of  cargo  tanks.  The 
program  will  include  hiring  2  full-time  structural  engineers.  The  FHWA  further  informed 
the  Safety  Board  that  it  would  explore  the  feasibility  of  improving  the  performance 
requirements  for  rollover  protection  devices  on  cargo  tanks  by  modeling  and  analyzing  the 
forces  that  act  upon  rollover  protection  devices  during  a  rollover  accident.  The  FHWA  also 
will  work  with  RSPA  to  implement  the  remaining  recommendations  if  found,  as  a  result 
of  analysis,  to  be  necessary. 
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The  RSP A  also  responded  to  these  safety  recommendations  by  advising  the  Safety  Board 
that  it  would  help  the  FH  WA  to  evaluate  rollover  protection  device  requirements  for  cargo 
tanks,  including  those  that  failed  in  accidents  investigated.  After  initially  declining  to  offer 
guidelines  to  the  industry,  the  RSPA  indicated  on  April  20, 1 993,  that  it  will  now  work  with 
the  industry  to  develop  guidelines  on  how  to  comply  with  current  requirements. 


Inspection  and  Testing  of  Railroad  Tank  Cars 

On  December  22,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  a  special  investigation  report  on  the 
testing  and  inspection  of  railroad  tank  cars.  The  special  investigation  was  prompted  by 
two  1992  railroad  accidents  involving  the  structural  failures  of  a  pressure  dual  diameter 
tank  car  and  a  nonpressure  tank  car  transporting  hazardous  materials. 

On  January  18,  1992,  a  pressure  tank  car  filled  with  32,000  gallons  of  liquefied  propane 
fractured  and  separated  along  a  circumferential  weld  in  Dragon,  Mississippi.  The 
separation  resulted  in  the  sudden  and  complete  release  of  the  entire  load  of  propane  from 
the  tank  car.  There  was  metallurgical  evidence  of  a  21 -inch  long  preexisting  crack  at  the 
origin  of  the  fracture.  Post  accident  testing  and  inspection  of  108  other  pressure  tank 
cars  of  the  same  design  revealed  that  40  tank  cars  had  cracks  (estimated  at  2  to  48 
inches  in  length)  in  the  same  location.  Since  1988,  25  of  the  40  tank  cars  with  cracks 
had  been  tested  and  inspected  under  the  Department  of  Transportation's  (DOT) 
regulations,  including  13  tank  cars  that  were  retested  and  reinspected  in  1991  and  1992. 

On  March  25,  1992,  a  nonpressure  tank  car  containing  about  13,000  gallons  of  sulfuric 
acid  cracked  circumferentially,  resulting  in  the  release  of  the  entire  cargo.  There  also  was 
metallurgical  evidence  of  a  preexisting  crack  in  the  area  of  the  failure.  At  the  time  of  the 
accident,  the  tank  car  was  transporting  its  first  cargo  since  it  had  been  retested  and 
reinspected  in  accordance  with  DOT  regulations  in  February  1992. 

In  addition  to  these  accidents,  the  special  investigation  report  also  focused  on  several 
cracking  and  structural  failures  at  the  stub  sill-to-tank  attachments  on  various  classes  of 
DOT  specification  tank  cars  that  occurred  since  the  mid  1980s. 

Because  of  these  structural  failures,  the  Safety  Board  examined  the  adequacy  of  the  DOT 
regulations  pertaining  to  the  periodic  testing  and  inspection  of  DOT  specification  tank 
cars.  The  Safety  Board  also  examined  current  industry  practices  and  standards  for 
testing  and  inspecting  tank  cars.  The  Safety  Board  concluded  that  current  DOT 
regulations  are  not  effective  for  the  detection  of  structural  defects  in  welded  tank  cars 
before  sudden  and  complete  failure.  The  Safety  Board  also  concluded  that  various 
nondestructive  testing  methods,  if  applied  at  the  appropriate  intervals  based  on  damage- 
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tolerance  concepts,  could  detect  existing  cracks  before  the  catastrophic  failure  of  a  tank 
car,  but  that  more  research  is  needed  to  determine  the  appropriate  test  method  and 
inspection  interval. 

Consequently,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration 
(FRA)  work  with  the  Association  of  American  Railroads  (AAR)  and  other  industry 
associations  to  evaluate  how  the  various  nondestructive  testing  methods  can  best  be 
applied  for  the  testing  and  inspection  of  tank  cars.  The  Safety  Board  also  recommended 
that  the  FRA  and  Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration  (RSPA)  jointly  develop 
safety  standards  for  the  periodic  inspection  and  testing  of  tank  cars  that  establish 
inspection  intervals  based  on  the  propagation  rates  of  defects  and  the  defect  size  that 
can  be  detected  by  the  nondestructive  testing  method  used. 
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SAFETY  STUDIES 

Safety  studies  are  performed  to  stimulate  improvements  in  the  policies,  programs, 
activities,  methods,  processes,  or  statutory  authority  of  Federal  or  state  agencies,  or  to 
advance  technological  improvements  in  a  transportation  system,  subsystem,  or 
component. 

In  selecting  subjects  for  safety  studies,  the  Safety  Board  identifies  ongoing  or  potential 
safety  problems  or  issues  of  national  significance  which  have  one  or  more  of  the  following 
characteristics  and  which  can  be  accommodated  undercurrent  personnel  and  scheduling 
limitations: 

1 .  Potential  for  reducing  accident  losses. 

2.  Potential  for  improving  the  safety  effectiveness  of  other  government  agencies. 

3.  Potential  for  attaining  implementation  of  previous  Board  recommendations. 

4.  Adequacy  of  program  resources  committed  by  other  government  agencies. 

5.  Timeliness    with    regard    to    transportation    agency    program    planning    and 
implementation. 

6.  Potential  impact  on  regulatory  or  other  safety  programs. 

7.  Congressional  and  public  interest. 

Highlights  of  some  of  the  current  safety  studies  follow,  with  studies  which  support  our 
"Most  Wanted"  Safety  Recommendation  Program  denoted  by  an  asterisk. 


AVIATION 


Flightcrew  Involvement  in  Part  121  Air  Carrier  Accidents 

One  or  more  members  of  the  flightcrew  were  identified  as  causing  or  contributing  to  more 
than  1 90  accidents  of  air  carriers  (1 4  CFR  Part  1 21 )  during  the  past  1 5  years.  Until  now, 
little  has  been  done  to  examine,  systematically  and  comprehensively,  what  the  Board  has 
stated  in  its  past  investigations  about  the  contributions  to  accidents  by  individual  members 
of  the  flightcrew. 
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A  detailed  assessment  has  been  conducted  of  37  air  carrier  accidents  involving  large 
transport  airplanes  in  which  the  Board  cited  deficiencies  in  flightcrew  performance  in  a 
major  accident  investigation  report.  Flightcrew  errors  have  been  classified  according  to 
one  of  nine  error  types.  Each  error  has  been  evaluated  according  to  crew-related  factors, 
such  as  time  since  awakening,  experience,  training,  and  crewmember  at  the  controls 
(captain  or  first  officer).  The  data  was  collected  from  the  Board's  aviation  accident  and 
safety  recommendation  data  bases,  "blue  cover"  reports,  and  dockets. 

The  results  of  the  study  will  be  discussed  at  a  January,  1994  Board  meeting.  The  results 
should  be  useful  to  researchers  and  other  persons  concerned  with  air  carrier  crew 
performance.  Improved  technologies  for  organization  and  analysis  of  factual  information 
by  air  safety  investigators  should  be  another  product  of  this  report.  The  results  will  also 
be  used  to  identify  additional  safety  study  topics.  Finally,  the  study  may  well  result  in  the 
reiteration  of  existing  or  the  issuance  of  new  safety  recommendations. 


Safety  of  On-Demand  Part  135  Air  Taxis 

The  accident  record  of  on-demand  air  taxis  operating  under  1 4  CFR  Part  1 35  is  far  worse 
than  the  record  compiled  by  scheduled  air  carriers.  On-demand  Part  1 35  operators  were 
involved  in  74  accidents  involving  66  fatalities  according  to  preliminary  1992  statistics. 
The  fatal  accident  rate  per  100,000  flight  hours  (1.08)  for  on-demand  Part  135  air  taxis 
was  32  times  worse  than  that  of  Part  121  air  carriers  and  more  than  three  times  worse 
than  that  of  scheduled  Part  1 35  commuter  airlines.  Although  overall  accident  rates  for  on- 
demand  Part  135  air  taxis  have  declined  over  the  ten  year  period  from  1982  to  1992, 
fatal  accident  rates  have  remained  relatively  unchanged. 

This  study  will  examine  current  practices  in  the  Part  135  air  taxi  industry  related  to 
personnel  qualifications;  training  programs;  and  managerial,  operational,  and  maintenance 
practices.     FAA  surveillance  and  regulations  related  to  air  taxis  also  will  be  reviewed. 

The  study  will  use  the  Safety  Board's  aircraft  accident  database  to  identify  operational, 
mechanical,  organizational,  and  environmental  factors  that  distinguish  on-demand  air  taxi 
accidents.  Based  on  this  data  review,  a  supplemental  data  collection  form  will  be 
designed  for  use  by  air  safety  investigators  in  accidents  involving  on-demand  Part  135 
air  taxis  that  occur  during  a  specific  period  of  time. 

A  survey  of  air  taxi  operators  also  may  be  conducted  as  part  of  this  study  to  identify  the 
characteristics  of  each  segment  of  the  industry.  In  addition,  information  will  be  obtained 
from  FAA  flight  standards  databases  to  identify  the  frequency  and  type  of  surveillance 
typical  for  air  taxis  of  different  sizes,  locations,  and  types. 
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Commuter  Airline  Pilot  Training 

This  study  will  examine  issues  related  to  commuter  airline  pilot  training.  Of  special 
interest  are  scheduled  commuter  airlines  that  do  not  use  simulators  for  pile;  training.  The 
Safety  Board  recently  investigated  three  accidents  (Business  Express  Flight  91,  CCAir 
Flight  Trainer  2,  and  GP  Express  Flight  11GP)  in  which  commuter  pilots  were  engaged 
in  night  training  or  checkrides.  The  study  will  examine  the  danger  of  practicing 
abnormal/emergency  procedures  in  actual  flight  (rather  than  in  flight  simulators),  the 
establishment  of  standard  guidelines  about  the  number  and  types  of  maneuvers  to  be 
conducted,  the  conditions  under  which  various  maneuvers  should  and  should  not  be 
attempted,  the  criteria  for  evaluating  satisfactory  and  unsatisfactory  performance,  and  the 
point  at  which  the  instructor/checl<-airman  should  intervene.  Additionally,  there  is  concern 
that  a  large  number  of  these  accidents  occur  at  night  when  company  aircraft  are  not  being 
used  for  revenue  flights  and  are  available  for  training  and  checking.  Because  these  flights 
are  conducted  under  FAR  Part  91  as  non-revenue  operations,  the  pilots  and 
instructors/checkairmen  are  not  prohibited  from  participation  due  to  high  duty  time  prior 
to  the  training/checkride.  The  role  of  fatigue  in  non-simulator  versus  simulator  pilot  training 
will  also  be  examined. 

A  number  of  scheduled  commuter  carriers  will  be  surveyed  to  determine  for  which  aircraft 
types  flight  simulators/training  devices  are  available,  why  simulators/training  devices  are 
not  utilized  when  they  are  available,  and  other  issues  related  to  the  evaluation  of  pilot 
performance.  Past  accident  investigations  will  be  reviewed.  Any  commuter  carriers 
involved  in  accidents  during  the  study  period  will  receive  a  detailed  review  of  their  pilot 
training  procedures. 


RAILROAD 


Railroad  Work/Rest  Cycles* 

The  changing  nature  of  railroad  operations  has  increased  the  relative  number  of  train 
crewmembers  in  some  locations  who  must  work  irregular  and  unpredictable  shifts  on  an 
extended  basis.  Train  crews  who  work  the  road  extra  board  or  in  pool  crews  are 
particularly  vulnerable  to  unpredictable  and  unplanned  shift  work  schedules.  Employees 
filling  these  assignments  can  be  called  any  time  of  the  day  or  night  on  short  notice,  in 
some  cases  with  only  2-hours  notice,  after  having  been  off  duty  8  or  more  hours.  The 
irregular  nature  of  such  schedules  can  affect  the  employee's  level  of  alertness.  Work/rest 
requirements  in  the  railroad  industry  are  regulated  by  the  Hours  of  Service  Act.  However, 
the  Safety  Board  has  investigated  accidents  in  which  operator  fatigue  contributed  to  the 
cause  of  the  accident. 
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This  study  will  examine  tlie  role  of  fatigue  and  the  effects  of  work/rest  cycle  scheduling 
practices  on  accident  causation.  Detailed  information  regarding  the  work  and  non-work 
activities  as  well  as  sleep  behavior  of  train  crewmembers  will  be  collected  during  accident 
investigations.  The  role  of  railroad  management  and  unions  in  considering  the  effects  of 
unpredictable  work  schedules  will  also  be  documented. 

Preliminary  research  on  this  study  to  develop  a  measure  that  could  quantify  work 
schedule  irregularity  in  the  railroad  industry  and  discriminate  between  a  non-accident  and 
an  accident-involved  population  has  not  been  successful.  No  differences  could  be 
detected  between  the  two  groups  on  measures  such  as  weekly  and  monthly  averages  of 
work  start  times,  shift  duration,  time  off  between  consecutive  work  shifts,  and  work  start 
time  deviations.  The  Board  is  researching  whether  more  detailed  information  regarding 
work  hours,  sleep  time,  and  other  non-work  activities  are  needed  to  conduct  a  valid  study. 


Railroad/Highwav  Grade  Crossing  Safety 

There  are  about  5,600  accidents,  630  deaths,  and  2,300  injuries  each  year  at  or  in 
relation  to  railroad  grade  crossings.  Although  past  accident  investigations  and  safety 
studies  conducted  by  the  Safety  Board  have  recommended  improvements  at  grade 
crossings,  grade  crossing  accidents  continue  to  kill  and  injure  more  people  than  any  other 
type  of  railroad  accident.  Research  to  determine  if  additional  countermeasures  related 
to  engineering  improvements,  enforcement  of  traffic  laws  at  crossings,  development  of 
safety  regulations  and  standards,  and  public  education  about  crossing  safety  could 
reduce  the  number  of  grade  crossing  accidents,  and  therefore  appears  to  be  warranted. 
Of  particular  interest  in  this  study  will  be  issues  related  to  passive  crossings,  adequate 
sight  distance,  and  proper  roadway  alignment.  The  need  for  driver  manual  uniformity 
among  the  States  may  also  be  considered. 

This  study  will  be  a  synthesis  of  new  grade  crossing  accident  investigations;  analyses  of 
NHTSA  and  FRA  data  bases;  and  a  review  of  current  grade  crossing  safety  research. 


HIGHWAY 


Fatigue  In  Commercial  Vehicle  Accidents' 

The  1990  Safety  Board  study  of  'Fatigue,  Alcohol,  Other  Drugs,  and  Medical  Factors  in 
Fatal-To-The-Driver  Heavy  Truck  Crashes"  (NTSB/SS-90/01 )  found  that  fatigue  was  the 
most  frequently  cited  probable  cause  of  these  accidents  (31  percent)  followed  by  alcohol 
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and  other  drug  impairment  (29  percent).  Fatigue  has  been  identified  as  a  cause  or 
contributing  factor  in  a  substantial  number  of  major  accident  investigations  conducted  by 
the  Board. 

There  are  few,  if  any,  direct  measures  of  fatigue.  The  Board  can  assess  fatigue  only 
indirectly  by  studying  data  that  are  associated  with  or  predictive  of  fatigue,  such  as  a 
person's  work  and  rest  schedule  (that  is,  the  amount  of  time  spent  sleeping  or  working, 
or  the  regularity  of  work  and  off  duty  time).  Certain  operational  and  environmental 
characteristics  of  the  trucking  industry  are  also  thought  to  be  associated  with  fatigue.  It 
is  the  purpose  of  this  study  to  assess  the  relationship  between  these  characteristics  of 
trucking  operations  and  driver  patterns  of  work  and  rest  (and  thus  fatigue). 

The  study  includes  over  100  single  vehicle  truck  accidents  in  which  the  truck  driver 
survived.  The  accident  investigations  include  a  determination  of  probable  cause,  and 
inspection  of  the  vehicle  where  necessary,  an  interview  with  the  motor  carrier  where 
applicable,  and  a  personal  interview  with  each  involved  driver  regarding  demographic 
information,  experience  and  training,  work/rest  schedules,  medical  history,  and  a  complete 
72-96  hour  history  of  the  events  leading  up  to  and  including  the  accident.  A  final  report 
should  be  completed  before  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year. 


Child  Passenger  Protection 

In  1991,  about  6,700  children  under  the  age  of  13  were  involved  in  automobile  accidents 
in  which  there  were  at  least  one  fatality  (PARS  1991).  Approximately  19  percent  (1,275 
of  6,700)  of  the  child  passengers  were  fatally  injured,  and  approximately  63  percent  (807 
of  1275)  of  the  fatally  injured  children  were  unrestrained.  Further,  about  51  percent 
(3,400  of  6,700)  of  the  children  involved  in  the  fatal  accidents  were  unrestrained.  Of  this 
51  percent,  only  15  percent  sustained  no  injury. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  when  children  under  forty  pounds  (the  upper  weight  limit  of  most 
child  safety  seats),  are  properly  restrained,  they  fare  better  in  accidents  than  those  who 
are  not  restrained.  What  is  not  clear  from  the  accident  data  is  whether  injuries  are 
exacerbated  by  improper  use  of  child  safety  seats  and/or  incompatibility  between  child 
safety  seats  and  vehicle  seat  belts.  Further,  since  the  Board's  last  study  of  child  safety 
seats  in  1983,  a  new  generation  of  seats  exists.  The  performance  of  these  seats  in 
accidents  should  be  examined. 

For  children  over  forty  pounds,  there  is  little  information  regarding  the  performance  of 
child  safety  booster  seats  or  the  effectiveness  of  lap-only  or  lap/shoulder  belts  for 
children.  It  is  not  clear  whether  the  shoulder  harness  can  cause  injury  if  it  cuts  across  the 
child's  neck,  on  one  hand;  or  whether,  on  the  other  hand,  a  child  restrained  by  a  lap-only 
belt,  with  or  without  a  booster  seat,  may  sustain  abdominal  or  head  injuries. 
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This  study  would  include  any  accident  in  which  there  is  towaway  damage  and  in  which 
there  is  a  child  under  13  years  old  in  the  towed  vehicle.  Evaluation  of  the  performance 
of  the  restraints  will  be  based  on  a  determination  of  occupant  kinematics,  vehicle 
dynamics,  direction  of  force,  change  in  velocity  at  impact  (Delta  V)  and  injury  analysis. 
Special  attention  will  be  paid  to  the  performance  of  air  liags  protecting  children  (restrained 
or  unrestrained).  The  study  would  also  include  a  State  by  State  analysis  of  the  current 
child  passenger  protection  laws  and  enforcement  activities.  Restraint  use  and  injury 
information  will  be  obtained  for  all  occupants  of  the  vehicle  and  analyzed  as  appropriate. 


MARINE 


Pilotage 

The  safe  pilotage  of  vessels  on  the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States  involves  many 
factors.  Among  these  factors  are  the  qualifications  and  capability  of  the  pilot,  including 
licensing  and  training.  Other  factors  that  influence  the  pilot's  effective  control  of  a  vessel 
include  the  geographic  characteristics  of  the  port  or  waterway;  meteorological  conditions; 
communications  between  the  pilot  and  the  bridge  crew  (especially  between  the  pilot  and 
the  master);  communications  between  the  crew  members;  and  the  design  of  the 
navigation  bridge. 

According  to  the  Casualty  and  Maintenance  (CASM  AIN)  database,  there  were  326  marine 
accidents  involving  pilots  in  1990.  This  was  19  percent  of  all  marine  accidents.  For  this 
study,  the  Safety  Board  will  investigate  six  to  ten  accidents  in  which  pilots  are  involved 
and  will  review  past  accident  investigations  for  pilot-related  safety  issues.  The 
communications  issues  to  be  examined  include  language  barriers,  timeliness  of 
communication  between  the  master  and  pilot,  and  the  need  for  standardized  directions. 
The  pilot  qualifications  issues  to  be  examined  include  the  length  of  training  and  instructor 
qualifications. 

In  addition,  the  study  will  revisit  the  pilotage  issues  highlighted  in  the  Board's 
PETERSFIELD  report  including  the  lack  of  effective  state  oversight  of  pilots  and  the  lack 
of  authority  of  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  to  exercise  oversight  of  state-licensed  pilots. 
Although  virtually  all  state  pilots  are  required,  as  a  pre-condition  to  state  licensing,  to  have 
a  Federal  pilot's  license,  state  pilots  are  not  considered  to  be  operating  under  the 
authority  of  their  Federal  license.  Thus,  the  Coast  Guard  is  powerless  to  take  disciplinary 
action  against  the  license  of  a  pilot  who  has,  through  misconduct  or  negligence,  caused 
a  serious  marine  accident.  Many  state  pilotage  authorities  have  been  lax  in  their  own 
efforts  to  discipline  pilots,  which  results  in  ineffective  pilots  remaining  in  service. 
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pishing  Vessel  Safety  * 

In  a  1987  report,  the  Board  concluded  that  "the  commercial  fishing  vessel  industry  is  one 
of  the  highest  risk  industries  in  the  world  and  has  the  poorest  safety  record  of  any 
industry  in  the  United  States."  The  Board  issued  recommendations  related  to  training  and 
licensing  of  captains  of  fishing  vessels.  The  report  also  recommended  that  basic  safety 
equipment  be  required  on  board  commercial  fishing  vessels. 

Inspection  of  the  more  than  200,000  fishing  vessels  for  compliance  with  Coast  Guard 
regulations,  remains  a  concern.  Currently  there  are  no  inspection  standards  and 
inspection  is  voluntary.  The  Coast  Guard  does  conduct  voluntary  inspections  at  dockside 
and  boardings  at  sea.  The  Coast  Guard  and  the  fishing  vessel  industry  do  not  agree  on 
the  type  of  inspection  procedures  that  should  be  employed  and  are  working  to  resolve 
their  differences. 

The  issues  of  licensing  and  inspection  are  both  pending  before  Congress.  It  is  more 
likely  that  legislation  related  to  licensing  will  pass  than  will  inspection  related  to  licensing. 
The  Board  proposes  to  monitor  the  Congressional  activity  in  the  licensing  and  inspection 
areas.  If  Congressional  action  is  not  taken  by  December  1993,  the  Board  will  consider 
undertaking  another  study  on  commercial  fishing  vessel  safety  focusing  on  the  need  for 
fishing  vessel  inspection  and  licensing  of  fishing  vessel  masters. 
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SAFETY  ACCOMPUSHMENTS 


The  goal  of  the  Safety  Board  is  to  achieve  the  greatest  possible  safety  benefits  from  its 
accident  investigations,  safety  studies,  and  other  safety  promotion  activities.  As  a  result 
of  these  activities,  the  Board  issued  299  safety  recommendations  during  fiscal  year  1 993. 
Since  1982,  82  percent  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  have  been  accepted  by 
the  respective  recipients.  The  following  are  examples  of  some  of  the  Board's  recent 
safety  accomplishments,  resulting  either  from  safety  recommendations  or  other  safety 
promotion  efforts.  Those  accomplishments  resulting  from  or  related  to  our  "Most  Wanted" 
Safety  Recommendation  Program  are  denoted  by  an  asterisk. 


Safety  Accomplishments  Program 

In  1990  and  1991,  a  program  was  developed  within  the  Safety  Board  to  recognize 
transportation  safety  enhancements  brought  about  through  some  direct  action  by  a  Safety 
Board  employee  that  was  not  the  result  of  a  formal  safety  recommendation.  A  Board 
Order  defining  the  "Safety  Accomplishments  Program"  was  implemented  on  July  12, 
1991.    In  that  document,  a  "Safety  Accomplishment"  was  defined  as: 

...a  positive  change  within  the  transportation  environment  that  is 
brought  about  through  some  direct  action  of  a  Safety  Board 
employee. ..[and]. ..must  be  measurable  and  documented  to  show  the 
involvement  of  the  Safety  Board  employee. ..In  general,  a  "safety 
accomplishment"  differs  from  a  "safety  recommendation"  in  that  the 
safety  enhancement  is  usually  site  specific  and  local  in  nature  and 
implementation  can  be  effected  by  local  officials  or  one  of  the  parties 
to  the  investigation  below  the  national  level.  (NTSB  Board  Order  84, 
Paragraph  3) 

This  program  was  instituted  because  the  Board  found  that  a  great  number  of 
transportation  safety  enhancements  were  initiated  by  Board  investigative  and  technical 
staff  during  the  conduct  of  an  investigation  or  safety  study.  These  enhancements  were 
initiated  through  NTSB  staff  suggested  improvements  at  the  accident  scene  or  during 
followup  fact  gathering  activities.  Because  of  the  number  and  importance  of  these  events, 
the  Board  decided  to  recognize  these  accomplishments  through  an  established  program. 
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The  following  table  shows  the  size  of  the  program  and  gives  a  suggestion  of  the  tnnpact 
of  the  enhancements. 


Safety  Accomplishments 
Submitted  by  Calendar  Year 


MODE 


1991     1992     1993     TOTAL 


Aviation 

11 

38 

44 

93 

Highway 

6 

5 

6 

17 

Railroad 

1 

12 

8 

19 

Pipeline 

0 

1 

1 

2 

Haz.  Mats. 

0 

1 

0 

1 

TOTAL 

18 

57 

57 

132 

AVIATION 

Standardization  of  Flight  Recorder  Documentation 

In  March  1 991 ,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FAA  issue  permanent  policy  and 
guidelines  for  the  continued  ainworthiness  of  digital  flight  data  recorders  (DFDR).  This 
recommendation  resulted  from  a  number  of  accident  investigations  in  which  the  operator 
was  unable  to  provide  the  documentation  needed  by  the  Safety  Board  to  decipher  the 
information  recorded  by  the  DFDR.  Such  detailed  documentation  also  is  needed  by  the 
operator  to  perform  required  periodic  maintenance  checks  of  the  DFDR  system.  Further, 
because  the  parameter  documentation  for  different  DFDR  systems  is  not  presented  in  a 
standard  format,  the  exchange  of  DFDR  documentation  between  government  and  industry 
is  difficult.  To  lessen  this  problem,  the  Safety  Board  developed  a  documentation  standard 
that  is  currently  being  adopted  by  the  international  aviation  community  as  an  attachment 
to  the  Aeronautical  Radio  Inc.  (ARINC)  DFDR  standards.  The  FAA  has  acknowledged 
the  need  for  additional  policy  and  guidance  material  in  this  area  and  has  requested  the 
Safety  Board's  participation  in  its  development.  In  response  to  this  request,  the  Safety 
Board  developed  a  draft  advisory  circular. 
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Airnraft  Carburetors 

On  September  21 , 1 991 ,  two  persons  aboard  a  Cessna  Model  1 72P  were  killed  when  the 
airplane  sustained  a  loss  of  engine  power  shortly  after  takeoff  and  crashed.  The  Safety 
Board's  investigation  of  the  accident  disclosed  that  the  engine  malfunction  occurred  when 
the  carburetor's  primary  venturi  separated  from  the  carburetor  and  was  ingested  into  the 
engine  intake  manifold.  The  carburetor  was  a  Marvel-Schebler  f^odei  M  A-4SPA  equipped 
with  an  older  two-piece  venturi  system,  consisting  of  a  separate  primary  and  main  venturi. 
Marvel-Schebler  carburetors  are  installed  in  thousands  of  general  aviation  airplanes. 
However,  the  two-piece  Venturis  used  on  these  carburetor  models  have  had  a  history  of 
service  difficulties.  A  new,  improved  one-piece  combination  primary  and  main  venturi 
casting  has  been  designed  for  new  carburetors  and  field  retrofit,  but  its  installation  is 
mandatory  only  in  Marvel-Schebler  MA4-5  carburetors.  As  a  result  of  its  investigation,  the 
Safety  Board  issued  an  urgent  safety  recommendation  to  the  FAA  recommending  that  an 
AD  be  issued  applicable  to  all  Marvel-Schebler  and  Facet  Aerospace  MA-3A,  MA-3PA, 
MA-3SPA,  and  MA-4SPA  carburetors.  The  AD  would  require  the  expedient  replacement 
of  two-piece  venturi  systems  with  a  one-piece  combination  primary  and  main  venturi 
casting,  in  accordance  with  Precision  Airmotive  Corporation  Service  Bulletin  No.  MSA-2 
regarding  this  subject. 

The  FAA  issued  AD  93-18-03,  effective  November  29,  1993,  requiring  inspection  of  the 
carburetors  for  loose  or  missing  primary  Venturis  at  each  annual  inspection.  Additionally, 
the  AD  requires,  at  the  next  carburetor  removal  for  overhaul  or  repair  (but  not  later  than 
48  months  after  the  AD  effective  date),  replacement  of  the  two-piece  venturi  with  a  one- 
piece  venturi. 


Foreign  Accident  Investigations 

Because  of  the  ever  increasing  number  of  U.S. -manufactured  and  U.S. -registered 
airplanes  operating  overseas,  and  because  of  the  Safety  Board's  status  as  the  sole  U.S. 
accredited  representative  at  foreign  accident  investigations  under  the  provisions  of  the 
International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  (ICAO),  U.S.  manufacturers  and  operators  rely 
heavily  upon  the  Board  to  facilitate  their  involvement  in  the  investigation  of  foreign 
incidents  and  accidents.  A  major  airline  accident  involving  fatalities  anywhere  in  the  world 
causes  significant  concems  on  the  part  of  the  travelling  public;  both  in  the  U.S.  and 
overseas.  The  Board's  involvement  in  the  investigation  of  major  international  accidents 
assists  in  reducing  these  concerns  and  provides  a  critical  contribution  both  to  U.S.  foreign 
relations  and  to  strengthening  the  Nation's  balance  of  trade  posture  through  aviation 
exports.   Some  examples  of  the  Safety  Board's  involvement  over  the  past  year  follow. 

Over  the  past  few  years,  the  Safety  Board  has  developed  considerable  professional 
contacts  within  the  Civil  Aviation  Administration  of  China  (CAAC)  of  the  People's  Republic 
of  China  (PRC).   During  1993,  a  delegation  of  accident  investigators  from  CAAC  visited 
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the  Safety  Board's  facilities  and  the  Safety  Board  sent  a  delegation  to  the  PRC.  As  a 
result  of  the  rapid  expansion  of  Chinese  airlines  and  their  use  of  U.S.  manufactured 
airplanes,  the  Safety  Board  believes  that  there  will  be  an  increased  need  to  improve 
communications  between  the  Safety  Board  and  the  CAAC. 

Recently,  the  Safety  Board  sent  investigators  to  the  PRC  to  assist  in  the  investigation  of 
an  accident  involving  a  China  Northern  McDonnell-Douglas  MD-87  that  crashed  at 
Urumqi,  China.  The  airplane  was  on  approach  to  the  airport  when  it  descended  below 
the  glideslope  approach  path  and  crashed.  The  Safety  Board's  laboratory  has  been 
assisting  in  the  examination  of  the  cockpit  voice  recorder  and  the  flight  data  recorder. 

On  November  24,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  sent  a  U.S  accredited  representative  to  lead 
the  U.S.  team  in  assisting  the  accident  investigators  of  the  PRC  in  the  investigation  of  a 
China  Southern  Airways  Boeing  737-300  that  crashed  on  approach  to  Guilin,  China.  All 
141  persons  on  board  the  airplane  were  fatally  injured.  The  initial  investigation  found  that 
the  airplane  impacted  the  face  of  a  nearly  vertical  mountain.  Very  little  of  the  wreckage 
was  recovered.  The  flight  data  recorder  was  found  and  an  initial  read  out  of  the  data  was 
accomplished  in  Beijing.  Unfortunately,  the  last  3  minutes  of  the  tape  were  severely 
damaged  by  impact.  The  U.S.  Accredited  Representative  has  worked  closely  with  the 
Chinese  investigator-in-charge  to  have  the  tape  taken  to  the  Safety  Board's  laboratory  to 
determined  if  portions  of  data  from  the  damaged  section  could  be  recovered.  The  CVR 
has  not  been  recovered  and  a  reward  was  made  available  by  the  Chinese  government 
in  an  effort  to  locate  the  recorder.  The  initial  FDR  readout  found  no  evidence  of  a 
problem  that  would  have  caused  loss  of  control  of  the  airplane.  Impact  marks  on  the  cliff 
indicate  that  the  airplane  was  in  a  90  degree  right  bank  and  pitched  down  prior  to  impact. 

As  a  result  of  the  opening  of  communications  with  the  States  of  the  former  Soviet  Union, 
considerable  information  regarding  the  shootdown  of  Korean  Air  Lines  flight  007  was 
made  available  to  the  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  (ICAO).  The  Safety  Board 
was  actively  involved  as  technical  representative  to  the  ICAO  investigation.  Safety  Board 
investigators  assisted  in  the  examination  and  readout  of  the  CVR  and  DFDR  tapes 
recovered  from  Korean  Air  lines  flight  007,  and  provided  technical  assistance  regarding 
the  airplane's  systems,  performance,  and  operational  factors.  The  final  report  on  the 
ICAO  investigation  was  released  in  July  1993. 

On  April  5,  1993,  a  Boeing  767  operated  by  TACA  International  went  off  the  end  of  the 
runway  after  landing  at  Guatemala  City.  The  airplane  was  substantially  damaged.  The 
Safety  Board  sent  a  team  to  assist  in  the  investigation.  Witness  statements  and 
examination  of  the  DFDR  indicated  that  the  airplane  landed  about  3,000  feet  down  the 
runway  at  17  KIAS  above  Vref.  The  investigation  also  determined  that  due  to  the  surface 
condition  of  the  last  third  of  the  runway,  there  was  essentially  no  braking  available  on  that 
section.  The  Safety  Board  has  been  active  in  contacting  U.S.  airlines  that  operate  at  the 
airport  to  inform  them  of  the  poor  braking  conditions  on  the  last  section  of  the  runway. 


88 


360 

On  July  31,1 992,  Thai  Airways  flight  TG31 1 ,  an  Airbus  A31 0-200  equipped  with  General 
Electric  CF6-80C2  engines,  crashed  on  a  mountain  north  of  Kathmandu,  Nepal.  All  1 13 
people  on  board  the  airplane  were  fatally  injured,  including  13  American  citizens.  On 
September  28,  19S2,  a  Pakistani  Airlines  Airbus  A300-B4  crashed  on  approach  to 
Kathmandu,  Napal.  All  166  people  on  board  the  airplane  were  fatally  injured,  including 
2  American  citizens.  As  the  country  of  manufacture,  France  sent  an  Accredited 
Representative  to  the  accident  scene.  The  engines  of  both  airplanes  were  manufactured 
by  General  Electric,  which  sent  representatives  to  assist  in  both  investigations.  The 
Safety  Board  monitored  both  investigations  through  our  counterparts  in  the  French 
government  and  at  General  Electric.  These  two  accidents  represent  many  such  cases 
where  Safety  Board  investigators  do  not  travel  to  the  accident  site  but  a  U.S.  Accredited 
Representative  is  assigned  to  monitor  the  investigation.  If  a  situation  is  found  that  could 
raise  concerns  as  to  the  safety  of  airplanes  operating  in  the  U.S.  or  U.S.  airlines  operating 
overseas,  the  Safety  Board  would  issue  recommendations  to  address  these  concerns. 

On  June  6,  1992,  a  Boeing  737-200,  operated  by  COPA  Air  Lines,  suddenly  descending 
from  cruise  flight  and  crashed  near  the  jungle  village  to  Tucuti,  Panama.  All  47  people 
on  board  the  airplane  were  fatally  injured.  Prior  to  the  accident  the  airplane  had  been  in 
cruise  flight  at  an  altitude  of  25,000  feet  when  it  suddenly  rolled  to  a  nearly  inverted 
position,  and  entered  a  very  steep  dive.  The  Safety  Board  sent  an  investigative  team  to 
assist  in  the  investigation.  The  flight  data  recorder  and  the  cockpit  voice  recorder  were 
sent  to  the  Safety  Board's  laboratory  for  examination.  The  on-scene  investigation 
revealed  that  the  airplane  broke  apart  at  a  relatively  low  altitude  due  to  aerodynamic 
overload.  Examination  of  the  engines,  flight  control,  surfaces,  instrumentation,  and 
weather  data  did  not  provide  a  cause  as  to  why  the  airplane  deviated  from  controlled 
flight.  Many  of  the  cockpit  instruments  and  sensors  that  provide  data  signals  to  the 
instruments  were  sent  back  to  the  U.S.  for  examination  under  the  direction  of  Safety 
Board  experts.  Additionally,  the  Safety  Board  sent  a  team  to  the  United  Kingdom  to 
review  the  maintenance  records  of  the  airplane.  The  Government  of  Panama  is  in  the 
process  of  writing  the  final  report  on  the  accident,  which  is  expected  to  be  completed  by 
April  1994. 

The  Safety  Board  continues  to  monitor  several  other  ongoing  foreign  investigations  for 
any  potential  safety  issues  affecting  U.S.  aviation  safety.  In  addition  to  on-scene 
assistance,  considerable  efforts  are  expended  by  the  Board  in  assisting  foreign 
governments  with  flight  recorder  readouts,  oversight  of  engine  teardowns  or  examinations 
of  other  components,  and  gathering  pertinent  data  to  assist  the  Board's  counterparts  in 
other  countries.  Currently  the  Safety  Board  is  involved  in  over  40  active  foreign  cases, 
many  of  which  have  led  to  safety  improvements. 
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Lycoming  Engine  Fuel  Line  Cracking    . 

On  March  2,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  issued  a  safety  recommendation  to  the  FAA 
regarding  serious  engine  malfunctions  in  Piper  PA-32  series  airplanes  equipped  with 
Textron  Lycoming  TIO-540-S1AD  engines.  The  recommendation  resulted  from  the 
investigation  of  a  PA-32  accident  in  which  two  people  were  killed  and  the  airplane  was 
destroyed.  The  Safety  Board  discovered  that  the  malfunction  of  the  engine  was  caused 
by  an  in-flight  separation  of  the  fuel  injection  line  between  the  fuel  manifold  and  the 
nozzle.  Because  of  inadequate  support  in  the  system,  the  fuel  line  was  subjected  to 
excessive  vibration,  which  eventually  led  to  its  failure  and  separation.  The  Safety  Board 
determined  that  this,  as  well  as  several  other  reported  fuel  injection  line  failures,  occurred 
after  maintenance  personnel  failed  to  reinstall  the  support  clamps  following  removal  of  the 
fuel  injection  lines  for  engine  overhaul  or  for  other  reasons.  On  June  5,  1992,  the  FAA 
issued  an  emergency  airworthiness  directive  (AD),  applicable  to  Textron  Lycoming  Model 
TIO-540-S1AD.  The  AD  requires  inspection  of  the  fuel  injector  lines  for  missing  or 
damaged  clamps.  This  AD  also  requires  replacement  of  lines  that  show  evidence  of 
damage  or  fuel  leakage.  Because  the  Safety  Board  determined  that  this  unsafe  condition 
could  exist  or  develop  on  other  Textron  Lycoming  engines  of  the  same  type  design,  the 
FAA  later  issued  an  amendment  to  the  emergency  AD  to  require  the  same  inspection  on 
all  other  Lycoming  fuel  injected  reciprocating  opposed  piston  engines. 


Search  and  Rescue  (SAR)  Response  Following  Aviation  Mishaps 

In  recent  years  the  Safety  Board  investigated  several  aircraft  accidents  which  involved 
considerable  delays  in  SAR  efforts.  Although  none  of  these  accidents  involved  a  victim 
whose  life  could  have  been  saved  by  a  more  expeditious  SAR,  the  Board  was  aware  of 
other  accidents  in  which  the  occupants  of  the  aircraft  may  have  survived  the  initial  crash, 
but  were  not  alive  when  rescuers  finally  arrived  on  the  scene.  The  Board  concluded  that 
the  problems  identified  in  those  accidents  should  be  corrected  to  enhance  the  potential 
for  lifesaving  and  expeditious  location  of  wreckage  in  future  SAR  operations. 

Accordingly,  the  Safety  Board  issued  safety  recommendations  to  the  FAA,  the  U.S.  Air 
Force,  and  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  which  urged  procedural  changes  to  enhance  and 
improve  the  timeliness  and  effectiveness  of  SAR  response.  Satisfactory  actions  have 
either  been  initiated  or  completed  on  virtually  all  of  the  twelve  safety  recommendations. 
The  Safety  Board  is  continuing  to  monitor  the  adequacy  of  SAR  response  as  a  part  of  its 
investigative  activities. 


Transport  Aircraft  Structural  Icing 

The  Safety  Board  has  long  been  concerned  about  the  hazards  of  structural  icing  for 
transport  category  aircraft.   Since  1981,  the  Safety  Board  has  issued  numerous  safety 
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recommendations  conceming  the  measurement,  forecasting,  avoidance,  and  the 
protection  of  aircraft  against  such  conditions.  The  March  22, 1 992,  crash  of  USAir  Flight 
405  at  New  York's  La  Guardia  intemationai  Airport,  and  the  Safety  Board's  investigation 

and  public  hearing  following  the  accident,  further  prompted  a  renewed  industry  focus  on 
the  problems  of  operating  aircraft  in  adverse  weather  conditions.  Following  the  accident, 
the  FAA  initiated  an  intense  effort  to  improve  the  safety  of  winter  flight  operations. 

As  a  part  of  that  effort,  during  May  1992,  the  FAA  sponsored  a  two-day  International 
Conference  on  Airplane  Ground  Deicing.  More  than  800  participants,  organized  into  five 
working  groups,  discussed  the  problem  and  examined  possible  solutions.  Based  in  part 
on  recommendations,  the  FAA  initiated  rulemaking  that  established  requirements  for  major 
air  carriers  to  develop  FAA  approved  ground  deicing/anti-icing  programs. 

The  Safety  Board's  report  of  the  USAir  accident,  issued  in  February  1993,  addressed  10 
more  safety  recommendations  to  the  FAA  which  focused  on  issues  of  airport  and  air 
traffic  control,  and  operational  procedures  which  could  affect  aerodynamic  performance. 
Government  and  industry  awareness  and  response  to  the  hazards  of  aircraft  icing  during 
this  past  winter  season,  indeed,  have  been  very  encouraging. 


MD-1 1  Inadvertent  Slat  Deployments 

On  April  6, 1 993,  during  a  flight  from  Shanghai,  China  to  Los  Angeles,  California,  a  China 
Eastern  Airlines  MD-1 1  experienced  an  inadvertent  deployment  of  all  leading  edge  wing 
slats  at  FL330  over  the  Pacific  Ocean.  The  airplane  experienced  severe  pitch  oscillations 
resulting  in  2  fatalities  and  160  other  injuries.  The  airplane  made  an  emergency  landing 
at  Shemya  Air  Force  Base,  Shemya,  Alaska.  On  October  27,  1993,  the  Safety  Board 
adopted  a  final  report  on  this  accident.  The  accident  investigation  is  incomplete  and  the 
cause  of  the  inadvertent  slat  deployment  has  not  been  positively  identified.  The  Safety 
Board  is  aware  of  several  other  incidents  of  uncommanded  in-flight  slat  deployment  on 
MD-1 1  airplanes  as  a  result  of  inadvertent  crew  contact  with  the  flap/slat  handle,  and  is 
concerned  that  such  deployments  can  cause  a  loss  of  control. 

As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the  China  Eastern  accident,  and  other 
incidents,  McDonnell  Douglas  is  currently  working  with  the  FAA  and  MD-1 1  operators  to 
redesign  the  MD-11  flap/slat  handle.  The  redesign  is  intended  to  greatly  reduce  the 
potential  for  inadvertent  slat  operation.  McDonnell  Douglas  reports  that  a  redesigned 
system  will  be  available  in  mid-1994.  Work  on  an  interim  design  modification  is  in 
process  to  provide  additional  safeguards  to  the  existing  system  until  the  redesign  and 
subsequent  testing  is  completed.       The   Safety  Board  will  follow  the  redesign  and 
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modification  of  MD-11  airplanes  closely  and  has  already  issued  urgent  safety 
recommendations  to  the  FAA  on  June  29,  1993,  to  assure  prompt  implementation  of  the 
design  changes  that  are  needed  to  prevent  further  MD-1 1  upsets  in  cruise  flight. 

Cessna  402C  Fuel  Tank  Inlet  Valves 

On  December  21 ,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  issued  urgent  safety  recommendations  to  the 
FAA  and  the  Cessna  Aircraft  Company  as  a  result  of  its  investigation  of  the  crash  of  a 
Cessna  402C  sightseeing  airplane  near  Meadville,  Arizona  on  June  19,  1992. 
Investigators  found  that  the  fuel  tank  inlet  valves  installed  in  the  wing  tanks  were 
excessively  worn  and  could  have  caused  the  tanks  to  unport,  thereby  causing 
interruptions  of  fuel  to  the  engines.  Sightseeing  airplanes  were  particularly  vulnerable  to 
this  condition  because  they  were  routinely  operated  at  low  fuel  levels.  The 
recommendations  requested  a  higher  minimum  fuel  quantity  requirement  for  takeoff  until 
the  valves  could  be  inspected,  development  of  appropriate  inspection  guidelines,  re- 
evaluation  of  the  inlet  valve  pneumatic  inspection  procedure,  and  notification  of  operators 
of  all  affected  airplanes.  In  response,  the  FAA  issued  immediate  Ainworthiness  Directives 
warning  operators  about  abnormal  wear  and  raising  the  minimum  fuel  required  for  flight 
operations  to  prevent  malfunctioning  valves  from  causing  interruptions  of  fuel  flow  to  the 
engines.  The  FAA  and  Cessna  are  conducting  extensive  ground  and  flight  testing  to 
modify  existing  maintenance  procedures  for  these  valves. 


Boeing  737  Rudder  Control  Binding 

During  the  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  the  Inarch  3,  1991,  crash  of  a  Boeing  737 
airplane,  design  discrepancies  were  found  in  components  of  the  airplane's  rudder  system. 
The  investigation  determined  that  galling  of  the  input  shaft  of  the  standby  rudder  system 
could  occur.  Although  the  galling  was  ruled  out  as  a  contributing  factor  to  the  accident, 
the  Safety  Board  recommended  to  the  FAA,  on  August  20, 1991 ,  that  all  Boeing  737s  be 
examined  for  galling,  and  serviced  immediately  if  evidence  of  galling  is  found. 

The  investigation  also  determined  that  a  servo  valve  within  the  main  rudder  power  control 
unit  could  cause  the  rudder  system  to  malfunction.  Although  the  Safety  Board  determined 
that  this  was  not  a  factor  in  the  accident,  the  Board  recommended  to  the  FAA  that  test 
methods  be  developed  to  detect  this  problem  until  design  changes  become  available  and 
are  implemented  in  the  airplane. 

On  February  12,  1992,  an  NPRM  was  issued  to  require  the  inspection  of  Boeing  737 
standby  rudder  power  control  units  (PCUs)  for  galling.  On  April  19,  1993,  the  FAA 
withdrew  the  NPRfvl,  stating  that  the  galling  condition  should  be  readily  detectable  by  the 
flightcrew   before  it  caused  any  rudder  control  problems.      However,  as  a  result  of  the 
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Safety  Board's  action,  Boeing  has  revised  the  model  727  and  737  Maintenance  Manuals 
to  emphasize  the  indications  of  input  lever  binding  in  the  standby  rudder  PCU,  which 
would  facilitate  an  operator's  ability  to  determine  the  proper  maintenance  action. 

In  addition,  the  FAA,  Boeing,  and  the  main  rudder  control  valve  manufacturer  have 
worked  together  to  develop  a  maintenance  test  of  the  PCU  to  identify  potential  failures. 
A  redesigned  PCU  servo  valve  is  available  and  the  initial  deliveries  began  in  April  1993. 
The  Safety  Board  will  continue  to  monitor  any  anomalous  rudder  behavior  reported  in  the 
B737  fleet. 


Embraer  EMB-120 

On  April  5,  1991,  an  Atlantic  Southeast  Airlines  (ASA)  Embraer  EMB-120,  Brasilia 
crashed  while  on  approach  to  the  Glynco  County  Jetport,  Brunswick,  Georgia.  All  20 
passengers  and  three  crewmembers  were  fatally  injured  in  the  accident.  Among  the 
passengers  were  former  Senator  John  Tower,  his  daughter,  a  NASA  astronaut,  and  other 
prominent  individuals.  The  investigation  of  the  accident  found  that  severe  wear  of  a 
component  in  the  propeller  control  unit  (PCU)  on  the  airplane's  left  engine  resulted  in  a 
disengagement  of  the  PCU  system  and  subsequent  loss  of  propeller  control.  The 
propeller  blades  then  rotated  to  an  angle  that  was  below  the  flight  idle  position.  The 
resulting  asymmetrical  lift  and  thrust  rendered  the  airplane  uncontrollable. 

During  the  investigation,  the  Safety  Board  was  informed  of  an  incident  involving  an  Air 
Littoral  EMB-120  which  experienced  a  loss  of  propeller  control  after  takeoff  from  Rome, 
Italy.  Inspection  of  that  airplane's  PCU  revealed  extreme  wear  on  a  different  component 
of  the  PCU  than  had  occurred  on  the  ASA  EMB-120.  Subsequent  investigation 
determined  that,  on  three  previous  occasions  and  with  different  airplanes,  operators  have 
found  that  a  propeller  would  not  operate  properly  (feather)  during  ground  tests.  This 
information  was  included  in  the  Safety  Board's  report  on  the  ASA  accident.  In  that  report 
the  Safety  Board  determined,  in  part,  that  contributing  to  the  accident  was  "the  deficient 
design  of  the  propeller  control  unit  by  Hamilton  Standard  and  approval  of  the  design  by 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration."  Testing  conducted  during  the  investigation  showed 
loss  of  aircraft  control  as  a  result  of  a  single  failure  in  the  system,  which  is  contrary  to 
propeller  certification  requirements.  The  Safety  Board  issued  three  recommendations  to 
the  FAA  to  review  the  certification  of  the  particular  propeller  control  system,  and  similar 
systems  with  the  same  design  characteristics  from  the  same  manufacturer,  to  ensure  they 
comply  with  the  certification  requirements  of  14  CFR  35.21.  An  additional 
recommendation  was  issued  urging  the  FAA  to  require  a  periodic  inspection  of  certain 
components  of  the  propeller  control  system.  The  FAA  agreed  with  the  Safety  Board's 
recommendations  and  has  required  additional  inspections  of  the  propeller  control  system 
and  the  development  and  installation  of  a  fail  safe  feature  to  prevent  the  propeller  blade 
angle  from  rotating  below  the  flight  idle  position  while  in  flight. 
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Grob  Sailplanes/Motorgliders 

On  August  9,  1992,  a  Grob  G103  sailplane  crashed  at  Truckee,  California,  during  a 
landing  approach  after  the  interconnected  left  and  right  wing  spoilers  became  locked  in 
the  fully  extended  position.  The  left  wing  spoiler  had  extended  beyond  its  normal  limit 
and  jammed  against  the  spoiler  cap  recess.  The  wing  spoilers  are  attached  to  and 
actuated  by  pivot  arms  within  the  wing  structure  which  move  vertically  and  laterally  (from 
inboard  to  outboard).  A  stop  block  normally  restricts  movement  of  the  outer  pivot  arm  so 
as  to  preclude  such  jamming.  However,  the  stop  block  in  the  accident  aircraft  was  worn 
excessively,  and  allowed  overextension  of  the  spoilers.  The  wing  spoiler  systems  in  Grob 
G103  series  sailplanes  are  similar  to  those  installed  in  Grob  G102  and  G104  series 
sailplanes  and  in  G109  series  motorgliders. 

Based  on  its  findings,  the  Safety  Board  issued  an  urgent  recommendation  to  the  FAA 
calling  for  the  inspection  of  the  wing  spoilers  in  these  aircraft  within  the  next  10  hours 
time-in-service  to  ensure  adequate  rigging  clearance  and  integral  stop  blocks. 
Approximately  350  of  these  aircraft  are  currently  operating  in  the  United  States. 

In  response  to  the  Safety  Board's  recommendation,  the  FAA,  on  March  15, 1993,  issued 
an  NPRM  soliciting  comments  regarding  this  matter.  The  NPRM  proposed  that  an  AD 
be  issued  requiring  an  inspection  of  the  wing  spoilers  within  60  days  after  the  effective 
date  of  the  AD  in  accordance  with  applicable  Grob  service  bulletins.  Any  necessary 
repairs  would  be  performed  prior  to  further  flight. 


Airframe  Icing 

In  the  past  few  years,  the  Safety  Board  has  investigated  several  accidents  where  an 
airplane  crashed  due  to  snow  or  ice  contaminating  the  wings  or  horizontal  tail  surfaces. 
On  February  17,  1991,  a  Ryan  International  DC-9-15  cargo  flight  crashed  on  takeoff  at 
Cleveland,  Ohio.  Both  pilots  on  board  the  airplane  were  fatally  injured.  As  a  result  of 
this  accident,  on  November  16,  1991,  the  Safety  Board  made  several  recommendations 
to  the  FAA  regarding  the  prevention  of  similar  icing-related  accidents. 

More  recently,  on  March  22,  1992,  a  USAir  Fokker  F-28  crashed  on  takeoff  from 
LaGuardia  Airport,  New  York.  The  Safety  Board  found  contamination  of  the  airplane's 
wings  as  a  cause  in  this  case.  Of  the  47  people  on  board,  24  were  fatally  injured.  The 
Safety  Board  held  a  public  hearing  in  Flushing,  New  York  on  June  22,  1992  to  further 
develop  the  circumstances  that  led  to  this  accident.  As  a  result  of  this  investigation  the 
Safety  Board  issued  several  recommendations  regarding  the  inspection  and  deicing  of 
aircraft  prior  to  flight.  Recently,  the  FAA  issued  a  NPRM  regarding  the  training  and 
checking  of  aircraft  for  ground  icing. 
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On  November  4,  1991,  the  Safety  Board  made  several  recommendations  regarding 
airframe  icing  to  the  FAA  as  a  result  of  an  accident  involving  a  United  Express  BA-3101 
that  crashed  at  Parco,  Washington  on  December  26,  1989.  All  six  persons  on  board 
were  fatally  injured.  The  investigation  found  that  an  accumulation  of  airframe  ice 
degraded  the  aerodynamic  performance  of  the  airplane  and  contributed  to  the  stall  and 
loss  of  control. 

The  Safety  Board  is  now  investigating  an  accident  involving  a  Northwest  Airline  BA-3101 
that  crashed  while  on  approach  to  Hibbing,  Minnesota.  Although  the  investigation  it  is  still 
at  an  early  stage,  it  appears  that  airframe  icing  may  have  been  a  factor  in  the  accident. 


RAILROAD 


Improvements  in  Railroad  Safety 

The  Safety  Board  has  investigated  a  number  of  accidents  that  have  highlighted  a  variety 
of  issues  affecting  passenger  train  and  freight  train  safety.  As  a  result  of  Safety  Board 
recommendations  and  on-site  accident  investigations  improvements  have  been  made  in 
several  areas: 

Recently  Amtrak  issued  a  contract  for  over  100  new  improved  passenger  cars  to  replace 
and  supplement  the  Superliners  now  in  service  west  of  Chicago.  Both  Amtrak  and  the 
contractor  contacted  the  Safety  Board  requesting  a  listing  of  all  Safety  Recommendations 
issued  concerning  passenger  equipment  so  that  the  safety  issues  addressed  by  prior 
Safety  Board  investigations  would  be  addressed  in  the  construction  of  the  new  equipment. 
These  same  safety  recommendations  were  used  in  another  contract  awarded  recently  for 
the  construction  of  several  new  passenger  cars  to  replace  the  Heritage  equipment  with 
equipment  similar  to  the  Viewliners  that  have  recently  completed  demonstration  testing. 

An  accident  involving  an  Amtrak  train  and  a  Conrail  freight  train  on  April  12,  1991  at 
Chase,  Maryland  resulted  in  the  identification  by  Safety  Board  investigators  of  problems 
in  the  procedures  used  in  connecting  and  testing  air  brake  systems  on  light  engine 
movements.  As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board  staff's  concern,  Amtrak  took  action  to 
address  the  immediate  problems  and  implemented  a  plan  to  provide  for  training  and 
qualifying  mechanical  department  employees  involved  in  air  brake  inspection  and  testing. 

An  accident  involving  a  runaway  train  on  the  Montana  Rail  Link  on  February  2,  1 989  at 
Helena,  Montana  resulted  in  a  revision  to  the  'Rail  Safety  Enforcement  and  Review  Act" 
(PL  102-365)  requiring  two-way  end  or  train  devices  on  all  trains  other  than  local, 
switchers,  and  work  trains. 
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Another  accident,  on  the  Burlington  Northern  Railroad  Company  on  April  23,  1990  at 
Batavia,  Iowa  also  resulted  in  a  revision  to  the  'Rail  Safety  Enforcement  and  Review  Act' 
(PL  102-365)  requiring  that  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  initiate  a  review  of  the 
track  safety  standards  and  as  a  minimum  include  an  evaluation  of  the  procedures 
associated  with  installation  and  maintenance  of  continuous  welded  rail. 

In  addition,  a  number  of  safety  proposals  in  areas  such  as:  site  improvement;  inspection 
of  double  stack  flat  cars  for  floor  brace  fatigue  failures;  specific  definition  of  a  transit 
system  signal  previously  undefined;  use  of  derails  to  protect  main  tracks  at  identified 
industry  sidings;  and  employee  safety  in  work  areas  along  the  track  have  been  addressed 
and  accomplished  by  the  investigation  of  railroad  accidents.  The  Safety  Board  continues 
to  encourage  the  railroad  and  transit  industry  to  strive  for  better  training,  inspection,  and 
procedures  as  a  means  of  reducing  accidents  and  making  railroading  safer. 

As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  insistence  that  all  locomotives  be  equipped  with  an 
operating  event  recorder,  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration  finally  issued  a  rule  on  July 
8,  1993,  requiring  that  all  trains  operating  at  speeds  in  excess  of  30  mph  be  equipped 
with  an  event  recorder  in  the  lead  locomotive. 


HIGHWAY 


Fire  Apparatus  Safety 

As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  special  investigation  of  fire  apparatus  accidents, 
recommendations  were  issued  to  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  (FEMA)  and  the 
International  Association  of  Fire  Chiefs  (lAFC)  regarding  fire  apparatus  maintenance 
programs,  misuse  of  engine  retarders,  and  the  hazards  of  manual  brake  limiting  valves. 

FEMA  combined  the  special  investigation  report  and  an  earlier  Catlett,  Virginia 
recommendation  letter  as  a  'Special  Report"  with  wide  distribution  within  the  fire  service 
community.  The  Apparatus  Maintenance  Section  of  the  lAFC  recently  issued  an 
'Apparatus  Safety  Bulletin'  to  all  drivers  of  emergency  fire  apparatus  addressing  the 
Safety  Board  recommendations  with  a  copy  of  the  special  investigation  attached.  As  a 
result.  Safety  Recommendations  H-91  -003,  H-91  -006,  H-91  -008  and  H-91  -009  have  been 
classified  as  Closed-Acceptable  Actions. 

Since  the  final  report  was  completed.  Safety  Board  representatives  have  made  several 
presentations  to  the  International  Association  of  Fire  Chiefs,  Fire  Apparatus  Maintenance 
Section,  and  to  the  National  Association  of  Emergency  Vehicle  Technicians.  The  report 
has  been  favorably  received  in  the  fire  service  community  and  Board  staff  are  having  to 
limit  speaking  engagements  due  to  resources. 
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School  Bus  Safety 

As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board  investigation  of  school  bus  accidents  in  Carrollton, 
Kentucky,  involving  fire  and  in  Alton,  Texas  involving  submersion,  recommendations  were 
issued  to  the  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration  (NHTSA)  to  improve  school 
bus  egress.  These  recommendations  addressed  the  total  surface  area  for  egress,  the 
size  of  school  bus  side  windows,  and  the  need  for  egress  doors  to  stay  open  once  they 
have  been  opened  during  emergencies.  Also,  a  recommendation  was  made  to  the 
National  Association  of  Directors  of  Pupil  Transportation  Services  (NADPT)  to  develop  a 
comprehensive  guide  on  school  bus  emergency  evacuation  and  rescue. 

The  NHTSA  amended  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Safety  Standard  No.  217  in  November  of 
1 992  to  address  these  recommendations.  As  a  result.  Safety  Recommendations  H-89-5, 
H-90-74,  H-90-77,  and  -78  have  been  classified  "Closed-Acceptable  Action."  Also,  the 
NADPT  finalized  its  proposed  guidelines  on  school  evacuation  and  has  sent  it  to  the 
States  for  ratification. 

Further,  recommendations  to  phase  out  the  use  of  pre-standard  (manufactured  prior  to 
1977)  school  buses,  and  to  purchase  only  post-standard  school  buses  for  passenger 
transportation  purposes  were  made  to  the  50  states  as  a  result  of  the  Carrollton, 
Kentucky  investigation. 

The  Safety  Board  has  received  responses  from  the  50  States  regarding  the  phases  out 
of  pre-standard  school  buses.  Fourteen  States  virtually  eliminated  the  use  of  pre- 
standard  buses  for  pupil  transportation,  20  States  have  2  percent  or  less  in  operation,  and 
the  remaining  States  have  developed  phase-out  programs.  The  Safety  Board  will 
continue  to  monitor  the  State's  progress  until  the  recommendation  has  been  fully 
accomplished. 


Truck  Driver  Training 

Based  on  the  Safety  Board  investigation  of  41  accidents,  from  1985  through  1987, 
involving  combination  tractors  with  multiple  trailers,  recommendations  were  made  to  the 
Professional  Truck  Driver  Institute  of  America  (PTDIA),  the  American  Trucking 
Associations  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA),  and  other  trucking  groups,  to 
develop  training  programs  for  drivers  of  specialized  combination  vehicles. 

A  steering  committee  was  created  by  the  PTDIA,  under  a  FHWA  contract,  to  develop  a 
Longer  Combination  Vehicle  (LCV)  Training  Guide.  The  Safety  Board  was  the  only 
governmental  agency  represented  on  the  committee.  New  training  standards  resulted 
based  on  the  Safety  Board's  previous  recommendations.  The  institute  now  has 
completed  and  produced  the  training  guide  for  twin-trailer  drivers.   In  addition,  a  draft  of 
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the  Triple-Trailer  Driver  Training  Guide  has  been  completed.  These  procedural  guides 
have  been  forv;arded  to  FHWA  and  are  being  studied  for  future  required  training  for  LCV 
drivers. 


Heavy  Vehicle  Airbrake  Systems 

The  Safety  Board  published  a  safety  study  on  "Braking  Deficiencies  of  Heavy  Trucks  in 
32  Selected  Accidents"  in  1988.  A  recommendation  was  made  to  NHTSA  to  require 
automatic  slack  adjusters  on  all  new  truck  equipped  with  air  brake  systems.  In  April  1 992, 
the  Safety  Board  issued  its  safety  study  "Heavy  Vehicle  Air  Brake  Performance"  with  a 
recommendation  issued  to  NHTSA  to  expedite  the  proposed  rulemaking  requiring 
automatic  slack  adjusters. 

On  October  20,  1992,  the  NHTSA  amended  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Standard  121,  Air 
Brake  Systems,  to  require  automatic  brake  adjusters  and  visual  indicators  on 
all  air  braked  vehicles  with  external  adjustment  mechanisms.    As  a  result,  the  Safety 
Board  has  classified  Safety  Recommendations  H-88-30  and  H-92-51     as  "Closed-- 
Acceptable  Actions." 

Also,  in  April  1992  the  Safety  Board  issued  recommendations  to  the  NHTSA  to  require 
the  use  of  antilock  braking  systems  (ABS)  on  all  newly  manufactured  vehicle  with  air 
brake  systems.  In  1993,  the  NHTSA  published  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking 
required  ABS  on  all  medium  and  heavy  vehicles  (trucks  and  buses)  to  improve  lateral 
stability  during  braking  manuevers. 


Work  Zone  Safetv 

As  the  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  a  multiple  vehicle  collision  and  fire  in 
a  work  zone  on  Interstate  79  near  Sutton,  West  Virginia  on  July  26,  1990,  and  a  safety 
study  on  "Highway  Work  Zone  Safety",  adopted  by  the  Board  on  May  12,  1992,  a  total 
of  17  recommendations  were  made  to  the  FHWA,  2  to  the  NHTSA,  4  to  the  AASHTO, 
and  7  to  the  West  Virginia  Department  of  Transportation  concerning  work  zone  safety. 
All  but  one  of  the  responses  to  these  recommendations  have  been  considered 
acceptable. 

As  a  result  of  the  recommendations  to  the  NHTSA  and  FHWA,  elements  of  work  zone 
accident  data  will  be  better  identified  and  serve  as  a  basis  for  developing  accident 
countermeasures.  The  FHWA  will  conduct  research  on  how  best  to  counter  driver 
inattention  using  the  "design  driver"  concept,  encourage  the  use  of  safety  devices  that 
alert  the  human  senses,   such  as  rumble  strips,   and  apply  intelligent  vehicle  highway 
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systems  concepts.  The  FHWA  is  planning  to  pubiisin  a  final  rule  revising  the  Manual  on 
Uniform  Traffic  Control  Devices  with  appropriate  changes  to  address  work  zones.  The 
Safety  Board  will  monitor  the  adequacy  of  the  proposed  rulemaking  activity. 


Truck  Driver  Use  of  Seatbelts 

Each  year  approximately  1 ,000  operators  of  heavy  trucks  are  killed  in  traffic  accidents. 
Although  many  drivers  are  killed  when  their  cabs  are  crushed,  it  has  been  estimated  that 
26  percent  of  the  drivers  killed  each  year  could  have  survived  if  they  had  been  wearing 
three-point  restraints. 

This  estimate  does  not  include  the  lives  of  non-drivers  that  could  be  saved  or  the  potential 
for  injury  reduction  attributable  to  seatbelt  use  in  nonfatal  accidents.  Further,  because 
most  trucks  are  equipped  with  lap-only  belts,  even  more  lives  could  be  saved  if  drivers 
had  access  to  lap/shoulder  belts. 

Although  seatbelt  use  rates  have  increased  in  recent  years,  a  large  number  of  truck 
drivers  still  do  not  wear  belts.  On  April  22,  1992,  the  Board  issued  13  safety 
recommendations  to  government  agencies  and  industry  organizations  directed  at 
increasing  belt  use  among  truck  drivers.  Reasons  for  nonuse  generally  center  around 
poor  enforcement  and  inadequate  driver  education  regarding  seatbelts.  Although,  the 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)  requires  seatbelt  use,  and  this  regulation  has 
been  adopted  by  48  states,  enforcement  is  not  generally  a  priority.  The  Board 
recommended  that  the  FHWA  and  the  Commercial  Vehicle  Safety  Alliance  (CVSA) 
actively  pursue  methods  of  improving  enforcement  of  this  regulation.  In  addition,  the 
Board  recommended  that  industry  groups  include  information  in  educational  materials 
about  the  importance  of  wearing  lap/shoulder  belts  and  develop  and  implement  incentive 
programs  related  to  lap/shoulder  belt  use.  Overall  response  to  these  recommendations 
has  been  positive. 

The  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  FHWA  complete  and  expedite  the  distribution 
of  an  educational  guide  designed  to  promote  truck  driver  use  of  lap/shoulder  belts.  The 
Board  has  recently  learned  that  the  FHWA  has  distributed  100,000  copies  of  this  guide 
and  has  plans  to  distribute  50,000  more.  In  further  response  to  our  recommendations,  the 
CVSA,  in  cooperation  with  the  NHTSA  and  the  FHWA,  has  instituted  a  seatbelt  use 
training  program  for  law  enforcement  officers  who  interact  with  the  drivers  of  commercial 
vehicles. 
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MARINE 


Passenger  Vessel  Safety* 

Large  passenger  ships,  by  which  is  meant  ships  over  100  gross  tons',  carry  millions  of 
people  on  excursion  trips  and  pleasure  cruises  from  U.S.  ports  every  year.  An  accident 
involving  one  of  these  vessels  always  carries  with  it  the  risk  of  a  major  disaster.  For  this 
reason,  Passenger  Vessel  Safety  is  one  of  the  items  on  the  Safety  Board's  "Most 
Wanted'  list.  Passenger  ships  operating  from  U.S.  ports  may  be  registered  in  the  United 
States  or  in  Foreign  countries. 

U.S.-registered  passengers  ships  operate  in  the  domestic  trade,  carry  U.S.  licensed  or 
certificated  officers  and  crews,  and  must  meet  U.S.  safety  standards.  There  are  only  a 
hand  full  of  U.S. -flag  passenger  ships,  two  operating  in  the  cruise  trade  in  the  Pacific 
homeported  in  Hawaii,  and  a  few  large  excursion  boats  that  operate  on  rivers,  such  as 
the  DELTA  QUEEN. 

Foreign-flag  passenger  ships  operate  in  foreign  trade,  carry  foreign  crews,  and  meet 
international  safety  standards.  These  international  standards  are  established  by  an 
agency  of  the  United  Nations  known  as  the  International  Maritime  Organization  (IMO). 
The  U.S.  Coast  Guard  is  the  official  representative  of  the  U.S.  Government  at  IMO. 

As  of  June  1 , 1 993,  there  were  1 37  foreign-flag  passenger  ships  regularly  operating  from 
U.S.  ports.  The  foreign-flag  cruise  industry  has  grown  steadily  at  about  10%  per  year 
throughout  the  1980s.  In  1991,  foreign-flag  passenger  ships  carried  about  4  million 
passengers  from  U.S.  ports.  The  number  is  expected  to  reach  7  to  10  million  by  the  year 
2000. 

Since  1979,  the  Safety  Board  has  investigated  16  accidents  on  board  foreign-flag 
passenger  ships  that  regularly  operated  from  U.S.  ports.  These  accidents  caused  in 
aggregate  5  deaths,  114  injuries,  and  more  than  $110  million  in  property  damage.  In 
addition  to  individual  accident  investigations,  in  1989,  the  Board  published  a  safety  study, 
"Passenger  Vessels  Operating  From  U.S.  Ports"  (NTSB/SS-89/01  f .  In  this  study,  the 
Safety  Board  identified  serious  shortcomings  in  the  passenger  ship  safety  and  issued  a 
number  of  recommendations  to  improve  the  standards  for  structural  fire  protection, 
sprinkler  installations,  low-level  emergency  lighting,  smoke/fire  detection  systems,  crew 
qualifications,  emergency  drills  and  crew  language  requirements  to  ensure  the  safety  of 
passengers  on  foreign-flag  vessels  operating  from  U.S.  ports. 


'  A  gross  ton  is  a  measure  of  iniemal  volume.  One  gross  ton  equals  100  cubic  feel. 
^  Adopted  October  11.  1989 
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As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  contained  in  its  accident  reports  and 
its  1989  safety  study,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  was  able,  in  May  1992  and  December  1992, 
to  obtain  international  agreement  to  require  fire  safety  improvements  on  all  passenger 
ships.  The  international  fire  safety  requirements  for  passenger  ships  have  been  virtually 
re-written,  and  for  the  first  time,  all  of  the  new  requirements  will  be  applied  to  existing 
ships  as  well  as  to  new  ships.  The  impact  of  these  new  requirements  will  be  dramatic: 
not  only  will  new  ships  be  built  to  higher  standards,  but  existing  ships  will  be  required  to 
meet  these  same  higher  standards  or  be  phased  out  of  service. 

Despite  these  recent  major  advances  in  passenger  ship  fire  safety,  the  Safety  Board 
believes  that  there  are  still  areas  where  passenger  ship  safety  may  be  improved.  In  July 
1993,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  a  special  investigation  report,  "Accidents  Involving 
Foreign  Passenger  Ships  Operating  From  U.S.  Ports  1990-1991"  (NTSB/SIR-93/01)^ 
which  reported  on  the  improvements  made  in  passenger  vessel  safety  and  which 
proposed  safety  recommendations  for  continued  improvement.  These  recommendations 
address  the  need  for  consistent  and  appropriate  interpretation  and  enforcement  of 
international  requirements  as  well  as  the  need  for  improved  emergency  training  and 
qualifications  for  shipboard  crews.  Because  many  of  the  IMO  requirements  are  open  to 
wide  interpretation,  there  is  no  consistency  among  countries  as  to  how  these  safety  are 
interpreted  or  enforced.  Crew  qualifications  and  emergency  training  continue  to  be  prime 
concerns  of  the  Safety  Board  because  we  have  seen  in  accident  after  accident  instances 
where  an  improper  crew  response  has  worsened  an  otherwise  minor  incident  to  the  point 
where  it  becomes  a  situation  of  serious  proportions.  In  addition,  current  recruiting 
practices  result  in  passenger  ship  crews  composed  of  the  nationals  from  various  third 
world  countries.  Often  there  are  language  problems  among  crewmembers  and  between 
crewmembers  and  passengers  that  can  have  dire  results  in  an  emergency.  The  safety 
of  pass6nger  vessel  operations  will  remain  in  the  forefront  of  the  Safety  Board's  marine 
safety  program. 


Fishing  Vessel  Safety* 

Commercial  fishing  vessels  are  the  single  highest  source  of  fatalities  and  vessel  total 
losses  in  the  marine  operations.  For  this  reason,  fishing  vessel  safety  has  been  selected 
for  the  Board's  "Most  Wanted"  list.  According  to  statistics  gathered  by  the  National 
Institute  of  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH),  commercial  fishing  is  one  of  the 
most  dangerous  occupations  there  is;  these  statistics  show  that  the  fatality  rate  for 
commercial  fishing  is  7  times  the  national  average. 

As  a  result  of  its  concern  for  these  vessels,  the  Board  undertook  a  commercial  fishing 
vessel  safety  study,  which  was  published  in  September  1987.  This  study  recommended, 


Adopted  July  6.  1993 
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that  commercial  fishing  vessels  be  inspected  and  that  commercial  fishing  vessel  masters 
be  licensed.  As  a  direct  result  of  this  study,  the  Congress  passed  The  Commercial 
Fishing  Industry  Vessel  Safety  Act  of  1988  (P.L.  100-424).  This  legislation  required 
commercial  fishing  vessels  to  carry  emergency  position  indicating  radio  beacons  (epirbs), 
exposure  suits,  and  liferafts.  In  Alaska  in  1992,  these  devices  were  credited  by  the 
Coast  Guard  for  saving  more  than  80  lives.  In  addition,  the  Act  created  an  industry 
advisory  group  to  confer  with  the  Coast  Guard  on  safety  matters  affecting  the  industry. 
The  Safety  Board  has  representation  on  the  advisory  group. 

On  April  14,  1992,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  the  report  of  the  1990  sinking  of  the  U.S. 
Fish  Processing  Vessel  ALEUTIAN  ENTERPRISE.  The  ALEUTIAN  ENTERPRISE,  a 
1 62-foot-long  trawler,  was  trawling  for  fish  in  the  Bering  Sea  when  it  suddenly  capsized 
and  sank.  Nine  of  the  31  persons  on  board  lost  their  lives  and  the  vessel,  valued  at  $6 
million,  was  a  total  loss.  This  report  focused  attention  on  the  need  for  leadlines*  for 
fishing,  fish  tender,  and  fish  processing  vessels,  as  well  as  the  need  for  ship  stability 
training  for  vessel  masters. 

In  September  1992,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  its  report  of  the  capsizing  and  sinking  of 
the  U.S.  Fishing  Vessel  SEA  KING  near  Astoria,  Oregon  in  January  1991.  This  report 
restated  the  Board's  position  concerning  the  need  for  commercial  fishing  vessel 
inspection,  and  safety  training  for  fishermen. 

As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendations  from  the  fishing  vessel  study  and  from 
subsequent  fishing  vessel  accident  reports;  the  Coast  Guard  has  proposed  both  a 
licensing  plan  and  a  vessel  inspection  plan  to  Congress.  The  Safety  Board  is  awaiting 
Congressional  action  on  both  plans. 


Bridge  Resource  Management 

Bridge  Resource  Management  is  a  concept  that  the  Safety  Board  has  developed  over  the 
course  of  several  relatively  recent  marine  accident  investigations^.  The  concept,  which 
grew  out  of  cockpit  resource  management  developed  by  the  commercial  aviation 
community,  deals  with  the  effective  use  of  all  persons  and  equipment  available  to  facilitate 
decisionmaking  during  critical  periods  in  a  navigation  watch.  The  concept  stresses  the 
importance  of  team  work  and  communication  among  the  various  watchstanders  and 


Loadlines  are  mariced  on  the  sides  of  ships  and  indicate  the  maximum  safe  depth  thai  the  ship  may  be  immersed 

*  'Grounding  of  the  Greek  Tankship  WORLD  PRODIGY  off  the  Coast  of  Rhode  Island.  June  23.  1989".  NTSB/MAR-91/OI; 
'Collision  Between  the  Greek  Tankship  SHINOUSSA  and  the  U.S.  Towboat  CHANDY  N  and  Tow  Near  RedHsh  Island.  Galveston 
Bay,  Texas,  July  28,  1990',  NTSB/MAR-91/03;  'Grounding  of  the  U.S  Tank  Ship  STAR  CONNECTICUT.  Pacific  Ocean.  Near 
Baibeis  Point.  Hawaii,  November  6, 1990".  NTSB/MAR-92/01 ;  'Grounding  of  the  United  Kingdom  Passenger  Vessel  RMS  QUEEN 
ELIZABETH  2  Near  Cuttyhunk  Island.  Vineyard  Sound.  Massachusetts,  August  7,  1992".  NTSB/MAR-93/OI. 
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calls  for  the  bridge  team  to:  properly  plan,  execute,  and  monitor  their  vessel's  navigation; 
effectively  utilize  all  resources  available;  properly  prioritize  tasks  and  responsibilities; 
effectively  respond  to  unexpected  situations. 

The  main  problem  w/ith  the  acceptance  of  this  concept  in  the  maritime  community  seems 
to  be  a  reluctance  to  depart  from  the  traditional  hierarchal  structure  of  the  marine  bridge 
watch  to  share  authority  and  responsibility.  In  the  past,  running  a  navigation  watch  on  a 
ship  has  been  a  one-person  job  and  that  one  person  has  been  in  a  completely 
authoritarian  position.  Acceptance  of  the  concept,  however,  is  coming.  We  have  recently 
received  notification  from  the  American  Pilots  Association  that  they  are  advocating  bridge 
resource  training  for  all  of  their  member  pilot  organizations.  In  addition,  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  and  the  International  Maritime  Organization  are  moving  to  a  position  of  acceptance 
of  the  principles  of  bridge  resource  management.  The  Safety  Board  expects  bridge 
resource  management  training  to  be  required  for  ships'  masters  and  deck  watch  officers 
in  the  near  future. 


Vessel  Traffic  Services 

The  EXXON  VALDEZ  accident  focused  national  attention  on  the  need  for  a  viable  Vessel 
Traffic  Service  (VTS)  system  in  the  prevention  of  marine  accidents.  However,  even 
before  the  EXXON  VALDEZ  accident  the  Safety  Board  has  been  in  the  forefront  of  efforts 
to  improve  VTS  in  U.S.  ports. 

As  a  result  of  the  EXXON  VALDEZ  accident,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the 
Coast  Guard  increase  the  manning  level  at  the  Valdez,  Alaska  VTS  to:  (1)  plot  all 
participating  vessels  between  the  pilot  station  south  of  Bligh  Reef  and  their  berths  in  Port 
Valdez,  and  (2)  provide  additional  staff  to  monitor  and  supervise  vessel  traffic 
watchstanders  outside  normal  working  hours. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  complied  with  these  recommendations  and  is  upgrading  its  vessel 
plotting  system  to  an  electronic  charting  display  that  will  automatically  record  the  positions 
of  vessels  with  a  satellite-aided  tracking  system.  This  action  exceeds  the  Board's 
recommendation  that  an  additional  radar  site  be  located  near  Bligh  Reef  to  provide  better 
vessel  tracking  capabilities. 

As  a  result  of  the  Board's  investigation  of  the  ramming  of  the  Maltese  bulk  carrier  Mont 
Fort  by  the  British  tankship  MAERSK  NEPTUNE  in  New  York  Harbor  in  1988,  the  Board 
recommended  that  the  Coast  Guard  maintain  VTS  systems  in  New  York,  New  Orleans, 
and  Valdez.  However,  the  Coast  Guard  closed  the  New  York  and  New  Orleans  VTS 
systems  and  cut  back  the  staffing  at  Valdez.  As  a  result  of  the  Board's  June  1989  report 
of  a  tanker  accident  in  the  Mississippi  River,  the  Board  recommended  that  the  Secretary 
of  Transportation  re-establish  the  VTS  systems  in  New  York  and  New  Orleans.  The  Dire 
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Emergency  Supplemental  Act  of  1989  directed  the  Coast  Guard  to  re-establish  the  New 
York  VTS,  and  the  VTS  resumed  operations  in  December  1990.  Participation  by  certain 
vessels  in  the  New  York  VTS  was  made  mandatory  when  it  was  re-established. 

The  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990,  enacted  as  a  result  of  the  EXXON  VALDEZ  grounding, 
required  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  to  conduct  a  study  to  determine  and  prioritized 
the  ports  and  channels  that  are  in  need  of  new,  expanded,  or  improved  VTS  systems. 
The  "Port  Needs  Study  (Vessel  Traffic  Services  Benefits)"  was  completed  in  August 
1991.  The  study  analyzes  historical  vessel  casualties  and  their  consequences  for  23 
study  zones.  The  study  will  help  the  Coast  Guard  in  developing  a  strategy  for  VTS  in  the 
United  States. 

This  oil  pollution  legislation  also  amended  the  Ports  and  Waterways  Safety  Act  making 
participation  in  VTS  systems  mandatory  by  certain  vessels.  Currently,  eight  VTS  systems 
are  operational:  Berwick  Bay,  Morgan  City,  Louisiana;  Houston/Galveston;  New  York; 
Prince  William  Sound;  Puget  Sound;  Ohio  River  in  Louisville,  Kentucky;  San  Francisco; 
and  St.  Mary's  River  in  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan.  The  Coast  Guard  presently  has 
major  VTS  projects  ongoing  in  Los  Angeles/Long  Beach,  San  Francisco,  California;  New 
York,  New  York;  Prince  William  Sound,  Puget  Sound;  Houston-Galveston,  Texas;  Benwick 
Bay,  Louisiana;  and  Detroit/St.  Clair,  Michigan. 

The  Coast  Guard  currently  is  circulating  proposed  Federal  regulations  that  will  require 
mandatory  participation  in  the  VTS  systems  in  the  United  States  as  required  by  the  Oil 
Pollution  Act  of  1990.   A  final  rule  is  expected  to  be  published  in  early  1994. 

The  Coast  Guard  has  initiated  a  long  term  project  called  Vessel  Traffic  Service  (VTS) 
2000  Overview  to  provide  active  vessel  traffic  management  in  selected  United  States 
major  ports  and  inland  waterways.  The  Coast  Guard's  functional  tasks  include  enhanced 
data  collection,  evaluation  and  dissemination  through  an  information  based  architecture 
based  on  the  utilization  of  new  technology. 

The  Safety  Board  can  be  credited  with  being  a  driving  force  behind  these  developments. 


PIPEUNE 


Improved  Employee  Training 

In  response  to  the  Safety  Board's  increased  focus  on  the  role  of  employee  training  in 
accident  prevention,  some  pipeline  operators  have  responded  with  new,  automated 
employee  training  systems.  Recognizing  the  potential  cost-saving  and  employee 
improvement  benefits  of  this  type  of  training  program,  the  Williams  Pipe  Line  Company 
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(WPL)  developed  a  computer-based  interactive  employee  training  program. 
Consequently,  the  WPL  has  successfully  marketed  the  program  for  use  by  other  pipeline 
operators.  In  addition,  the  Columbia  Gas  Company  initiated  a  training  and  certification 
program  for  its  gas  control  dispatchers.  The  program  includes  computer  simulations  that 
test  each  dispatcher's  skill  and  knowledge.  Columbia  has  made  the  dispatcher  training 
and  certification  a  permanent  program  because  of  the  improvements  that  have  been 
made  in  the  skills  of  its  dispatchers.  Furthermore,  the  Kansas  Power  and  Light  Company 
implemented  a  Board  safety  recommendation  by  placing  all  employee  training  programs 
under  the  direction  of  a  qualified  person  and  established  a  system-wide  employee 
training  program  based  on  employee  work  task  analyses.  The  program  also  incorporates 
measurable  performance  standards  and  tests  or  evaluations  to  determine  that  each 
employee  meets  established  training  objectives. 

On  January  17,  1992,  a  Peoples  Gas,  Light  and  Coke  Company  maintenance  crew  was 
performing  routine  maintenance  on  a  regulator  in  Chicago,  Illinois,  when  an  over-pressure 
occurred  that  resulted  in  four  fatalities,  four  injuries,  and  damage  to  14  houses  and  three 
commercial  buildings.  Based  on  its  investigation  of  the  accident,  the  Safety  Board  called 
for  additional  training  by  Peoples,  an  informational  release  by  the  American  Public  Gas 
Association  (APGA),  and  reiterated  the  need  for  amending  RSPA  regulations  to  require 
annual  qualification.  Peoples  has  implemented  recommendations  sent  to  them  and  they 
are  in  the  process  of  being  "Closed  -  Acceptable  Action."  The  APGA  issued  a  notice  to 
its  members  that  requested  them  to  review  their  training  programs.  In  addition.  Public 
Law  102-508  section  106  amended  the  1968  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act  to  make 
training  requirements  mandatory. 


The  Need  for  Performance  Criteria 

The  Safety  Board  addressed  the  failure  of  Federal  pipeline  safety  regulations  to  provide 
adequate  protection  for  public  safety  in  its  report  on  five  accidents  that  occurred  in  1988 
and  1989  in  Kansas  and  Missouri.  In  that  report,  the  Board  found  that  many  regulations 
that  the  DOT  considers  to  be  performance-oriented  requirements  are  no  more  than 
general  statements  of  required  actions  with  no  criteria  established  to  measure  the 
adequacy  of  the  actions  taken  by  pipeline  operators.  The  Board  found  that  such 
regulations  make  it  difficult  for  pipeline  operators  to  understand  what  actions  are  expected 
of  them,  and  to  determine  when  they  have  complied  with  the  requirement.  These 
regulations  also  are  susceptible  to  inconsistent  compliance  evaluations  by  State  and 
Federal  inspectors  and  make  enforcement  of  the  regulations  difficult,  if  not  impossible. 
Consequently,  the  Board  recommended  that  the  DOT  evaluate  and  amend  its  pipeline 
safety  requirements  to  provide  regulations  that  contain  both  readily  understandable  safety 
objectives  and  specific  criteria  against  which  the  performance  of  pipeline  operators  can 
be  measured  uniformly. 
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This  problem  was  highlighted  again  during  the  Board's  investigation  of  the  March  30, 
1990,  petroleum  products  release  from  a  break  in  a  10-inch  pipeline  near  Freeport, 
Pennsylvania.  The  damaged  section  of  pipe  was  not  located  for  seven  hours.  Petroleum 
products  released  from  the  break  in  the  pipeline  entered  both  the  Allegheny  and  Ohio 
Rivers,  disrupting  the  water  supply  in  many  communities  for  days. 

Federal  regulations  require  that  pipelines  not  designed  to  be  fail-safe,  and  which  are 
located  in  areas  that  would  require  immediate  response  by  the  operator  to  prevent 
hazards  to  the  public,  be  monitored  from  an  attended  location  to  detect  abnormal 
operating  conditions.  As  is  the  case  with  many  other  Federal  pipeline  safety  regulations, 
this  requirement  does  not  establish  any  monitoring  system  criteria  regarding  the  reliability 
or  the  capability  to  identify  the  abnormal  conditions,  or  their  locations  along  the  pipeline. 
Consequently,  it  appears  that  the  seven  hours  needed  to  identify  the  cause  of  this  large 
drop  in  pipeline  pressure  near  Freeport,  Pennsylvania,  did  not  violate  any  Federal 
requirements. 

On  September  28,  1990,  the  DOT  advised  that  in  cooperation  with  the  states,  it  will 
undertake  a  comprehensive  review  of  the  gas  pipeline  safety  regulations  to  make  changes 
needed  to  clarify  the  language,  make  the  regulations  enforceable,  and  correct 
inconsistencies.  This  effort  is  ongoing.  On  April  7,  1992,  the  DOT  advised  that  it 
requested  the  states  to  review  49  CFR  Part  192  to  identify  the  20  most  significant 
regulations  that  have  proven  to  be  unenforceable  due  to  their  lack  of  clarity.  The 
National  Association  of  Pipeline  Safety  Representatives  submitted  a  study  detailing  the 
20  regulations  that  needed  to  be  clarified  and  13  technical  corrections.  RSPA  issued  a 
notice  of  request  for  information  on  November  9,  1993,  as  a  result  of  the  review.  The 
Safety  Board  will  continue  to  monitor  the  RSPA's  effort  in  this  area. 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 


Tank  Car  Safety 

An  urgent  safety  recommendation  was  issued  to  the  FRA  following  the  Safety  Board's 
initial  on-scene  investigation  of  the  catastrophic  failure  of  a  pressure  tank  car  filled  with 
32,000  gallons  of  liquid  propane  in  Dragon,  Mississippi,  on  January  1 8, 1 992.  As  the  train 
began  moving  from  a  side  track  to  a  main  track,  the  end  of  the  tank  car  separated 
circumferentially,  resulting  in  the  derailment  of  the  car  and  two  other  tank  cars  that  also 
were  filled  with  propane.   A  white  vapor  cloud  filled  the  area  and  ignited  into  a  fireball. 

The  tank  car  was  of  a  dual  diameter  design,  manufactured  in  1965.  The  tank  had  a 
larger  diameter  at  its  midsection  than  at  its  end  sections,  and  angled  transition  sections 
joined  the  larger  and  smaller  tank  sections.    Examination  of  the  circumferential  break 
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disclosed  a  large  preexisting  crack  that  was  about  21  inches  long  and  extended  through 
about  95  percent  of  the  tank  wall  thickness  before  separation.  Five  additional  tank  cars 
of  similar  design  were  examined,  and  three  of  the  five  tank  cars  had  cracks  ranging  from 
two  to  30  inches. 

The  Safety  Board  found  that  an  estimated  6,000  to  7,000  dual  diameter  tank  cars  were 
in  the  rail  tank  car  fleet  and  that  these  tank  cars  were  used  to  transport  such  volatile 
materials  as  liquified  petroleum  gases,  anhydrous  ammonia,  and  vinyl  chloride.  Because 
of  the  potential  catastrophic  effects  from  the  type  of  failure  experienced  in  Dragon, 
Mississippi,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  random  testing  of  the  fleet,  for  evidence  of 
cracks  and  other  serious  defects  in  the  circumferential  welds,  to  more  accurately 
determine  how  extensive  the  problem  is,  and  to  assess  whether  inspections  should  be 
required  for  all  dual  diameter  tank  cars.  The  FRA  agreed  with  the  urgent 
recommendation  and  issued  an  emergency  order,  effective  April  4,  1992,  requiring  dual 
diameter  tank  car  owners  to  immediately  implement  a  sampling  inspection  program.  In 
addition,  the  Association  of  American  Railroads  halted  the  movement  of  dual  diameter 
tank  cars  pending  the  implementation  of  the  inspection  program.  By  November  1992, 
the  sampling  inspection  program  had  been  completed,  and  40  tank  cars  were  found  to 
have  cracks.  As  a  result  of  these  findings,  the  Safety  Board  conducted  a  special 
investigation  on  periodic  inspection  and  testing  requirements  for  all  tank  cars  used  to 
transport  hazardous  materials. 

On  December  22, 1992,  the  Safety  Board  adopted  a  "Special  Investigation  Report  on  the 
Inspection  and  Testing  of  Tank  Cars".  The  Safety  Board  found  that  the  current  DOT 
requirements  for  periodically  inspecting  and  testing  tank  cars  are  not  effective  for  the 
detection  of  structural  defects.  The  report  recommended  that  non-destructive  testing 
techniques  be  evaluated  to  determine  how  such  techniques  can  best  be  applied  for  the 
periodic  inspection  and  testing  of  tank  cars,  and  that  requirements  be  developed  to  help 
ensure  the  detection  of  cracks  before  they  propagate  to  critical  length  by  establishing 
appropriate  inspection  methods  and  intervals  considering  stress  levels  and  the  crack 
propagation  characteristics  of  the  structural  component. 

On  September  1 6, 1993,  the  FRA  and  RSPA  published  an  NPRM  that  proposes  to  revise 
the  regulations  for  inspecting  and  testing  tank  cars,  including  the  use  of  non-destructive 
testing  techniques  to  detect  cracks.  Comments  on  the  proposed  rule  are  due  by  March 
16,  1994. 


Cargo  Tank  Fittings 

On  February  13, 1991,  a  tank  truck  loaded  with  gasoline  overturned  in  a  residential  area 
of  Carmichael,  California,  and  the  resulting  fire  destroyed  four  homes.  The  investigation 
included  a  review  of  the  performance  of  the  manway  closures  on  the  cargo  tank  and  the 
minimum  safety  requirements  applicable  to  manway  closures  and  the  DOT'S  performance 

-  107- 


379 

standards  for  components  mounted  on  manhole  covers  on  tanks  carrying  hazardous 
materials.  The  Safety  Board  concluded  that  gasoline  was  released  through  an  opening 
in  the  manhole  cover  for  the  front  compartment,  most  likely  after  a  liquid-level  sensor  was 
dislodged  by  a  dynamic  surge  of  the  gasoline  cargo.  The  Safety  Board  also  concluded 
that  if  the  liquid-level  sensors  had  been  required  to  meet  a  performance  standard 
comparable  to  the  static  loading  standard  for  the  manhole  cover,  the  release  of  gasoline 
through  the  manhole  cover  may  have  been  averted.  As  a  result  of  the  accident 
investigation,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  to  the  RSPA  that  all  fittings  and  devices 
mounted  on  a  manhole  cover  of  cargo  tanks  meet  the  same  performance  standard  to 
withstand  the  static  intemal  fluid  pressure  as  is  required  for  the  manhole  cover.  The 
Safety  Board  also  recommended  that  the  NHTSA  conduct  research  of  human 
performance  factors  that  may  reduce  rollovers  in  heavy  trucks  (tractor-semitrailer 
combinations)  as  recommended  in  the  Board's  1987  Heavy  Truck  Safety  Study. 

On  November  5, 1 991 ,  the  RSPA  stated  that  it  will  initiate  an  appropriate  rulemaking.  On 
May  21,  1992,  the  NHTSA  advised  that  it  has  included  funding  for  the  recommended 
research  in  its  FY94  budget. 

The  RSPA  issued  an  NPRM  on  March  3,  1993,  proposing  that  all  fittings  and  devices 
mounted  on  manhole  covers  meet  the  same  performance  standard  to  withstand  static 
internal  fluid  pressure  as  is  required  for  the  manhole  cover.  The  proposed  revision  meets 
the  intent  of  the  Safety  Board's  recommendation.  The  Safety  Board  is  awaiting  the 
publication  of  a  final  rule. 


Remote  Shut-off  Valves  on  Cargo  Tanks 

As  a  result  of  the  Safety  Board's  investigation  of  sulfur  dioxide  released  from  a  tank  truck 
during  offloading  operations,  the  Safety  Board  recommended  that  the  RSPA  require 
remote  controls  for  internal  shut-off  on  all  newly  constructed  and  currently  authorized  DOT 
specification  cargo  tanks  that  are  used  for  the  transportation  of  hazardous  materials.  The 
driver  of  this  truck  suffered  fatal  injuries,  and  14  other  people  were  taken  to  a  hospital  for 
treatment,  when  the  highly  toxic  gas  was  released  through  a  crack  in  the  cargo  tank's 
discharge  pipe.  The  driver  could  not  stop  the  flow  of  highly  toxic  gas  into  the  atmosphere, 
and  40,900  pounds  of  sulfur  dioxide  were  released.  Remote  shut-off  valves  are  required 
on  most  cargo  tanks,  but  a  remote  shut-off  valve  was  not  required  on  the  cargo  tank 
involved  in  this  incident.  On  November  5,  1991,  the  RSPA  agreed  with  the  Board's 
recommendation  and  stated  that  a  requirement  for  remote  shut-off  valves  would  be 
included  in  a  proposed  rulemaking. 

The  RSPA  issued  a  Notice  of  Proposed  Rulemaking  (NPRM)  on  March  3,  1993,  that 
would  require  remote  controls  for  internal  shut-off  valves  on  newly  constructed  high 
pressure  cargo  tanks  intended  for  the  transportation  of  compressed  gases,  flammable 
liquids,  and  other  specific  high-risk  commodities,  and  on  newly  constructed  insulated 
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cargo  tanks  intended  for  the  transportation  of  any  hazardous  material  (usually  cryogenic 
material).  Although  the  high  pressure  cargo  tanks  are  normally  used  to  transport 
compressed  gases,  the  DOT  regulations  authorize  most  classes  of  hazardous  materials 
in  these  tanks.  The  NPRM  partially  meets  the  intent  of  the  Safety  Board's 
recommendation.  However,  the  Safety  Board  has  advised  the  RSPA  that  the  requirement 
for  remote  controls  should  apply  to  cargo  tanks  currently  in  hazardous  materials  service, 
and  not  just  new  construction,  and  for  any  hazardous  material  that  can  be  transported  in 
the  tanks.   The  Safety  Board  is  awaiting  the  publication  of  a  final  rule. 
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MAJOR  PROGRAM  DESCRIPTIONS 

This  section  provides  descriptions  for  each  of  the  Board's  major  programs. 

POUCY  AND  DIRECTION 


Policy  and  direction  at  the  Safety  Board  is  provided  by  the  Offices  of  the  Chairman,  Vice 
Chairman,  and  Members  of  the  Board,  assisted  by  the  Office  of  the  Managing  Director, 
the  Office  of  Budget  and  Financial  Policy,  the  Office  of  Government  and  Public  Affairs, 
the  Office  of  the  General  Counsel,  and  the  Office  of  Safety  Recommendations. 

1 .  Program  Policy  Development  -  To  carry  out  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the 
Board  as  prescribed  in  the  Independent  Safety  Board  Act  of  1974,  the  Board 
Members  establish  policy  on  transportation  safety  issues  and  problems  and  on 
Board  goals,  objectives,  and  operations;  review  and  approve  all  Board  reports  and 
safety  recommendations;  provide  appellate  review  of  FAA  certificate  and  civil 
penalty  actions  and  Coast  Guard  certificate  actions;  preside  over  all  public 
hearings;  testify  before  Congressional  committees;  act  as  spokesperson  to  the 
transportation  industry,  other  government  agencies,  and  the  public;  and  ensure 
equal  employment  practices  throughout  the  Board. 

2.  Management  -  The  Office  of  the  Managing  Director  ensures  effective 
implementation  of  the  Board's  programs  and  maximizes  efficient  use  of  the  Board 
resources  through  the  coordination  and  direction  of  the  operations  and  activities 
of  the  staff;  development  of  policies  and  plans  to  achieve  the  Board's  programs 
and  management  objectives;  appointment  and  supervision  of  personnel  employed 
by  the  Board;  the  distribution  of  business  among  such  personnel  and  among  the 
organizational  components  of  the  Board;  and  the  proper  use  and  the  expenditure 
of  funds. 

Within  the  Office  of  the  Managing  Director,  the  Budget  staff  develops,  prepares  and 
coordinates  annual  budget  requests  to  OMB  and  Congress;  develops  budget  and 
financial  policies;  recommends  the  appropriation  of  allocated  funds  to  Board 
activities;  conducts  periodic  financial  reviews  of  the  operating  budgets  of  the 
Board's  offices;  conducts  financial  audits;  and  procures  and  contracts  for  needed 
goods  and  services. 

3.  Government  and  Public  Affairs  -  The  Office  of  Government  and  Public  Affairs 
keeps  the  Congress  and  the  public  informed  on  the  work  of  the  Board  and  its  effort 
to  improve  transportation  safety.  The  Office  answers  oral  and  written  inquiries  from 
the  Congress  and  other  government  entities,  the  public,  the  news  media,  and  the 
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transportation  industry;  prepares  Congressional  and  state  legislative  testimony; 
provides  support  to  the  Member  who  represents  the  Board  at  majoraccident  sites 
or  who  testifies  before  Congress  and  state  legislative  hearings;  obtains  support  for 
Safety  Board-sponsored  legislation  at  the  Federal,  as  well  as  the  state  and  local 
levels;  and  generally  attempts  to  improve  dissemination  of  safety  information  and 
increase  public  awareness  of  the  Board's  activities  in  transportation  safety. 

Legal  Services  -  The  Office  of  the  General  Counsel  provides  internal  advice  and 
drafting  assistance  on  legal  aspects  of  policy  matters,  legislation,  testimony,  Board 
rules,  and  other  matters  of  legal  significance;  ensures  timely  and  objective  review 
of  airman  and  seaman  appeals  from  certificate  actions  and  civil  penalties;  assists 
the  Department  of  Justice  in  representing  the  Board  in  court  proceedings;  and 
provides  legal  assistance  and  guidance  to  the  Board's  other  offices  regarding 
hearings,  appearances  as  witnesses,  and  the  taking  of  depositions. 

Safety  Recommendations  -  The  Office  of  Safety  Recommendations  ensures  that 
the  Board  issues  appropriate  and  effective  safety  recommendations  to  enhance 
safety  in  all  transportation  modes  that  are  clearly  written,  concise,  and  answer  a 
demonstrated  need;  develops  programs  to  increase  the  degree  of  acceptance  of 
safety  recommendations  by  recipients;  and  manages  and  coordinates  the  Board's 
"Most  Wanted"  Safety  Recommendations  Program. 
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AVIATION  SAFETY 


The  Office  of  Aviation  Safety  investigates,  or  causes  to  be  investigated,  all  aviation 
accidents  and  incidents;  develops  proposed  probable  cause(s)  of  accidents;  formulates 
recommendations  to  minimize  their  recurrence;  and  prepares  detailed  reports  for  use 
by  other  government  agencies,  Congress,  the  transportation  industry,  and  the  traveling 
public. 

The  Office  also  manages  the  investigation  of  major  aviation  accidents  ~  those 
accidents  for  which  multi-disciplinary  teams  (go-teams)  are  sent  to  the  accident  site. 
Smaller-scale  accidents  are  usually  investigated  by  one  person  or  a  partial  team  from 
the  Safety  Board's  regional  offices. 

The  staff  of  the  Office  is  located  in  the  Washington  headquarters  and  in  nine  regional 
and  field  offices  located  in  major  cities  throughout  the  United  States.  The  Office  is 
comprised  of  six  divisions:  Major  Investigations,  Field  Operations  and  General 
Aviation,  Operational  Factors,  Human  Performance,  Aviation  Engineering,  and  Survival 
Factors.  These  divisions  provide  the  team  leaders  (Investigators-ln-Charge)  and  some 
of  the  group  chairmen  for  the  "go-teams"  that  investigate  major  accidents  and  selected 
incidents. 

When  the  Safety  Board  is  notified  of  a  major  accident,  it  launches  a  "go-team"  w/hich 
varies  in  size  depending  upon  the  severity  of  the  accident  and  the  complexity  of  the 
issues  involved.  The  team  consists  of  experts  in  as  many  as  14  different  specialties, 
including  materials  analysis,  operational  and  environmental  factors,  systems  design  and 
support,  human  performance,  and  survival  factors.  Each  expert  manages  other  experts 
from  industry  and  government  in  the  collection  of  the  facts,  conditions,  and 
circumstances  surrounding  the  accident.  The  participation  of  these  other  "parties" 
greatly  multiplies  the  Board's  resources  and  ensures  general  agreement  over  the 
findings  of  the  investigation,  and  allows  first-hand  access  to  information  so  that 
appropriate  corrective  actions  may  be  taken  by  the  parties. 

A  public  hearing  may  be  convened,  or  depositions  may  be  taken,  to  gather  additional 
factual  information  in  connection  with  an  investigation.  After  the  investigation  is 
complete,  a  detailed  narrative  report,  which  analyzes  the  investigation  record  and 
identifies  the  probable  cause(s)  of  the  accident,  is  then  prepared.  A  major  investigation 
takes  anywhere  from  six  months  to  a  year  to  complete.  Safety  recommendations 
emanating  from  the  major  investigations  generally  are  included  in  the  final  accident 
report.  However,  when  appropriate,  safety  recommendations  may  be  issued  at  any 
time  during  the  course  of  an  investigation. 
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Below  is  a  description  of  the  various  functions  of  this  office: 

1.  Major  Investigations  -  The  Major  Investigations  Division  provides  the 
Investigator-in-Charge  and  also  coordinates  the  preparation  of  the  Safety 
Board's  comprehensive  aviation  accident  reports. 

The  group  chairmen,  under  the  direction  of  the  Investigator-ln-Charge  (IIC), 
coordinate  the  efforts  of  participants  in  the  accident  investigations  who  are 
provided  by  industry  and  other  government  agencies.  Each  group  conducts  an 
objective  and  thorough  technical  investigation  of  the  accident,  and  produces 
separate  factual  and  analytical  reports  that  are  incorporated  into  the  final  Board 
report  on  the  accident.  The  reports  are  likely  to  include  proposed  safety 
recommendations  to  correct  deficiencies  found  and  prevent  future  accidents 
from  similar  causes. 

The  Major  Investigations  division  also  provides  the  accredited  representative  for 
the  investigation  of  civil  aviation  accidents  occurring  in  other  countries.  The 
accredited  representative  serves  as  the  U.S.  representative  and  assists  foreign 
governments  in  their  accident  investigations  in  accordance  with  international 
treaties.  The  accredited  representative  informs  domestic  aviation  interests  of  the 
progress  of  an  investigation,  while  providing  needed  technical  expertise,  as 
requested,  to  foreign  governments.  Safety  issues  that  are  uncovered  during 
such  investigations  and  which  may  adversely  affect  U.S.  aviation  safety  or  the 
safety  of  aircraft  or  aircraft  components  manufactured  in  the  U.S.,  are  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  FAA  and  U.S.  industry  representatives. 

2.  .  Field  Operations  and  General  Aviation  -  The  Field  Operations  and  General 
Aviation  Division  consists  of  aviation  investigators  located  in  the  Board's 
Washington,  D.C.  headquarters  and  nine  regional  and  field  offices  in  major  cities 
across  the  United  States.  The  division  provides  support  to  major  investigations 
and  manages  the  investigation  of  smaller-scale  accidents  that  usually  are 
investigated  by  one  person  or  a  partial  team  from  the  Safety  Board.  The 
Division  currently  investigates  approximately  2,500  accidents  and  incidents 
annually. 

-  Field  Investigations  -  Aviation  accidents/incidents  meeting  the  Board's 
accident  selection  criteria  are  investigated  as  "field"  accident/incident 
investigations.  They  are  conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  a  major 
investigation,  but  because  the  investigation  is  usually  much  smaller  in 
scope,  it  often  is  conducted  by  a  single  investigator  who,  working  with 
representatives  from  other  parties,  gathers  all  of  the  detailed  information 
pertinent  to  the  accident.  During  each  investigation,  investigators  must 
always  consider  ways  to  prevent  similar  types  of  accidents  from  recurring 
through      an      informal     on-scene      recommended     solution,      or 
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through  the  Board's  formal  safety  recommendation  process.  In  addition, 
field  investigators  provide  support  to  major  aviation  accidents  which  occur 
In  the  geographic  (several  state)  area  of  the  regional  office. 

Limited  Investigations  -  "Limited"  investigations  generally  are  conducted 
for  nonfatal  aviation  accidents  in  which  the  aircraft  is  substantially 
damaged  or  destroyed. 

Report  Analysis  -  Analysts  located  in  the  Washington  headquarters  are 
responsible  for  reviewing  the  standardized  accident  forms  and  narrative 
reports  prepared  by  the  regional  investigators  for  the  public  record  of  the 
investigation.  Computer  "brief"  reports  containing  relevant  facts,  findings, 
and  probable  cause(s)  and  factors  are  prepared  for  all  field  and  limited 
investigations,  and  summary  narrative  reports  are  prepared  for  selected 
cases.  The  data  from  all  investigations  is  maintained  to  identify 
trends,assess  program  effectiveness,  provide  statistical  support  for  Safety 
Board  studies  and  safety  recommendations,  and  support  other  related 
safety  purposes. 

Operational  Factors 

Air  Traffic  Control  (ATC)  -  Examines  ATC  facilities,  procedures,  and  flight 
handling,  including  ground-to-air  voice  transmissions,  and  develops  flight 
histories  from  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center  and  terminal  facility  radar 
records. 

Operations  -  Examines  operational  factors  involved  in  the  flight  operations 
of  the  carrier  and  the  airport,  and  in  the  flight  training  and  experience  of 
the  flightcrew. 

Weather  -  Examines  the  meteorological/environmental  conditions  which 
may  have  caused  or  contributed  to  an  accident. 

Aviation  Engineering 

Power  Plants  -  Examines  the  airworthiness  of  aircraft  engines. 

Structures  -  Examines  the  integrity  of  aircraft  structures  and  flight  controls 
including  the  adequacy  of  design  and  certification. 

Systems  -  Examines  the  airworthiness  of  aircraft  flight  controls,  and 
electrical,  hydraulic,  and  avionic  systems. 
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Maintenance  Records  -  Examines  the  service  history  and  maintenance 
of  aircraft  systems,  structures,  and  powerplants. 

Human  Performance  -  The  Human  Performance  Division  examines  the 
performance  of  persons  whose  actions  may  have  caused  or  contributed  to  an 
accident,  including  the  person's  knowledge,  experience,  training,  and  physical 
abilities;  the  adequacy  of  established  procedures;  work  habit  patterns;  and 
ergonomics  of  the  equipment  design  and  the  potential  effects  of  that  design  on 
the  operator's  performance,. 

Survival  Factors  -  Examinesfactorsthat  affect  the  survival  of  persons  involved 
in  accidents,  including  the  cause  of  injuries  sustained  by  occupants  of  the 
aircraft  involved  or  other  affected  persons.  The  Survival  Factors  Division  also 
examines  safety  procedures,  crashworthiness,  equipment  design,  emergency 
responsiveness,  crewmember  emergency  procedures  training,  and  airport 
certification. 
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SURFACE  TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY 


The  Office  of  Surface  Transportation  Safety  improves  the  safety  of  the  public  by  changing 
surface  transportation  policies,  practices,  and  systems  in  government  and  industry  through 
independent  accident  investigations,  and  through  advocacy  and  oversight. 

The  Office  manages  the  investigations  of  major  transportation  accidents  --  those  accidents 
for  which  multi-disciplinary  teams  (go-teams)  are  sent  to  the  accident  site.  Smaller-scale 
accidents  are  usually  investigated  by  one  person  or  a  partial  team  from  the  Safety  Board's 
regional  offices. 

The  staff  of  the  Office  is  located  both  in  the  Washington  headquarters  and  in  regional 
offices  located  in  major  cities  throughout  the  United  States.  The  Office  is  comprised  of  six 
divisions:  Railroad,  Highway,  Marine,  Pipeline,  Human  Performance,  and  Survival  Factors. 
The  modal  divisions  (Railroad,  Highway,  Marine,  and  Pipeline)  provide  the  team  leaders 
(Investigators-ln-Charge)  for  the  *go-teams"  that  investigate  major  surface  transportation 
accidents  and  selected  incidents.  These  divisions  also  coordinate  the  preparation  of  the 
Safety  Board's  comprehensive  accident  reports. 

When  the  Safety  Board  is  notified  of  a  major  accident,  it  launches  a  "go-team"  which  varies 
in  size  depending  upon  the  severity  of  the  accident  and  the  complexity  of  the  issues 
involved.  As  with  the  aviation  accidents  investigated  by  the  Board's  Office  of  Aviation 
Safety,  these  "go-teams  consist  of  experts  in  various  technical  specialties,  including 
materials  analysis,  operational  and  environmental  factors,  systems  design  and  support, 
human  performance,  and  survival  factors.  Each  expert  manages  other  experts  from 
industry  and  government  in  the  collection  of  the  facts,  conditions,  and  circumstances 
surrounding  the  accident. 

A  public  hearing  may  be  convened,  or  depositions  may  be  taken,  to  gather  additional 
factual  information  in  connection  with  an  investigation.  After  the  investigation  is  complete, 
a  detailed  narrative  report,  which  analyzes  the  investigation  record  and  identifies  the 
probable  cause(s)  of  the  accident,  is  prepared.  A  major  investigation  takes  anywhere  from 
six  months  to  a  year  to  complete.  Safety  recommendations  emanating  from  the  major 
investigations  are  generally  included  in  the  final  accident  report.  However,  when 
appropriate,  safety  recommendations  may  be  issued  at  any  time  during  the  course  of  an 
investigation.  The  Office  also  is  responsible  for  follow-up  letters  to  safety  recommendation 
recipients,  once  the  agency  or  organization  has  responded  to  a  Safety  Board 
recommendation. 
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Below  is  a  description  of  the  various  functions  of  this  office: 

1.  Major  Investigations  -  Each  of  the  modal  divisions  (Railroad,  Highway,  Marine,  and 
Pipeline)  provides  the  Investigator-ln-Charge  (IIC),  who  manages  each  major 
investigation  and  who  also  coordinates  the  preparation  of  the  Safety  Board's 
comprehensive  accident  reports. 

The  group  chairmen,  under  the  direction  of  the  IIC,  coordinate  the  efforts  of 
participants  in  the  accident  investigations  who  are  provided  by  industry  and  other 
government  agencies.  Each  group  conducts  an  objective  and  thorough  technical 
investigation  of  the  accident  and  produces  separate  factual  and  analytical  reports 
which  are  incorporated  into  the  final  Board  report  on  the  accident.  The  reports  are 
likely  to  include  proposed  safety  recommendations  to  correct  deficiencies  found,  and 
prevent  future  accidents  from  similar  causes. 

2.  Field  Investigations  -  Railroad  and  highway  accidents/incidents  meeting  the  Board's 
accident  selection  criteria  are  investigated  as  "field"  accident/incident  investigations. 
They  are  conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to  a  major  investigation,  but  because  the 
investigation  is  usually  much  smaller  in  scope,  it  often  is  conducted  by  a  single 
investigator  who,  working  with  representatives  from  other  parties,  gathers  ail  of  the 
detailed  information  pertinent  to  the  accident.  During  each  investigation, 
investigators  must  always  consider  ways  to  prevent  similar  types  of  accidents  from 
recurring  through  an  informal  on-scene  recommended  solution  or  through  the 
Board's  formal  safety  recommendation  process.  In  addition,  field  investigators 
provide  support  to  major  accidents.  Many  of  the  accidents  are  investigated  in 
support  of  one  or  more  of  the  Board's  several  safety  studies. 

3.  Human  Performance  -  Examines  the  performance  of  persons  whose  actions  may 
have  caused  or  contributed  to  an  accident,  including  the  person's  knowledge, 
experience,  training,  and  physical  abilities;  the  adequacy  of  established  procedures; 
work  habit  patterns,  and  the  interrelationships  with  management;  the  ergonomics  of 
the  equipment  design,  and  the  potential  effects  of  that  design  on  the  operational 
performance. 

4.  Survival  Factors  -  Examines  factors  that  affect  the  survival  of  persons  involved  in 
accidents  in  all  transportation  modes  including  the  cause  of  injuries  sustained  by 
occupants  of  the  vehicle  involved  or  by  other  affected  persons.  Also,  examines 
safety  procedures,  vehicle  crashworthiness,  equipment  design,  and  emergency 
responsiveness. 

5.  Weather  -  Examines  the  meteorological/environmental  conditions  which  may  have 
caused  or  contributed  to  an  accident. 
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RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 


The  Office  of  Research  and  Engineering  provides  laboratory  technical  support  to  the 
Board's  accident  investigations,  conducts  investigations  of  hazardous  materials  accidents 
and  incidents  (and  fire  and  explosions)  in  all  transportation  modes,  and  conducts  safety 
studies  that  examine  safety  issues  in  all  modes  of  transportation.  The  Office  also  is 
responsible  for  maintaining  the  Board's  aviation  accident  data  base  and  specialized  surface 
transportation  accident  data  bases;  for  providing  periodic  statistical  reviews  of  aviation 
accidents;  for  satisfying  public  inquiries  regarding  Board  investigations  and  studies;  and  for 
providing  computer  services  and  support  to  all  Board  organizations. 

Below  is  a  description  of  the  various  functions  of  this  office: 

1.  Safety  Studies  -  Evaluates  the  safety  effectiveness  of  Federal,  State,  local,  and 
industry  transportation  safety  programs  by  exploring  policy  issues,  program 
coverage,  and  management  effectiveness.  Studies  of  major  transportation  issues 
also  are  conducted  by  analyzing  accident  data  derived  from  past  accidents  or 
special  investigations,  by  analyzing  accident  statistics,  and  by  studying  transportation 
systems  or  subsystems  to  identify  and  define  safety  problems.  Comprehensive 
reports  containing  recommendations  for  corrective  action  are  prepared  for  public 
release. 

2.  Engineering  and  Computer  Services 

Voice  Recorders  -  Examines  recorded  electronic  information  in  the  form  of 
radio  and  video  for  aircraft,  ship,  train  and  supporting  systems 
communications.  Provides  electronic  engineering  support  for  all  accident 
investigation  modes  in  examining  communication  and  control  systems, 
including  digital  and  analog  formats. 

Provides  computer  and  data  processing  support  for  all  of  the  Board's 
organizations.  The  Engineering  and  Computer  Services  staff  manage  all 
mainframe  and  microcomputer  hardware  and  software  and  all  electronic 
imaging  and  archiving  hardware  and  software.  The  staff  provide  user  support 
and  training  and  design  and  support  the  following  applications:  aviation 
accident  data,  surface  transportation  accident  accident  data,  safety 
recommendations,  accounting  and  budgeting,  staffing  control, 
correspondence  tracking,  inventory  control,  word  processing,  laboratory 
scientific  data  processing  and  Board-wide  networking  of  computer  resources. 

3.  Materials  Analysis  -  Provides  materials  engineering  support  for  all  modes  of 
transportation  in  areas  such  as:  (a)  fracture,  deformation,  and  failure  analysis;  (b) 
chemical  composition  and  strength  of  materials;  (c)  characteristics  of  materials;  (d) 
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design,  fabrication,  and  testing  of  components;  (e)  nondestructive  inspection; 
(f)  friction,  rolling  contact,  and  wear;  (g)  impact  and  crash  reconstruction;  (h) 
instrument  and  system  component  inspection  and  analysis;  and  (i)  fire  and  explosion 
effects. 

Hazardous  Materials  Accident  Investigation  -  Manages  the  investigation  of  selected 
hazardous  materials  accidents  and  incidents.  When  hazardous  materials  safety 
issues  are  the  overriding  safety  issues  in  an  accident  or  incident,  for  any  mode  of 
transportation,  an  investigator-in-charge  may  be  assigned  from  this  division  with 
appropriate  surface  or  aviation  support.  The  Division  also  provides  technical  support 
to  modal  accident  investigations  that  involve  hazardous  materials.  This  support 
includes:  (a)  identifying  and  documenting  the  hazard  characteristics  of  materials 
transported,  the  threats  posed  to  public  safety  when  those  materials  are  released 
into  the  environment,  and  the  consequences  of  unintentional  releases  of  those 
materials  during  transportation;  (b)  evaluating  the  level  of  packaging  protection 
required  during  transportation  in  conjunction  with  the  severity  of  hazards  posed;  and 
(c)  evaluating  the  construction,  inspection,  testing,  and  maintenance  of  packaging, 
and  their  performance  in  the  transportation  environment. 

Analysis  and  Data  -  Manages  the  aviation  accident  data  base  and  selected  surface 
transportation  data  bases  and  the  retrieval  and  analysis  of  accident  data. 
Accessible  and  accurate  data  are  essential  to  pinpointing  areas  of  safety  need, 
developing  insight  into  the  best  solutions,  monitoring  the  effectiveness  of  safety 
countermeasures,  and  reviewing  the  progress  of  safety  efforts.  The  Division 
publishes  annual  reviews  of  aviation  accidents  and  prepares  statistical  reviews  and 
analyses  of  accident  data  from  all  transportation  modes.  It  also  is  responsible  for 
the  permanent  archiving  of  accident  investigation  files  and  Safety  Board  reports,  and 
for  satisfying  public  requests  for  information. 

Vehicle  Performance 

Data  Recorders  -  Extracts,  formats,  and  analyzes  data  from  digital  aircraft 
flight  recorders  and  recorders  installed  in  locomotives,  large  ships,  and  some 
highway  vehicles. 

Vehicle  Performance  -  Uses  advanced  computer  technology  to  examine  the 
performance  characteristics  of  vehicles  in  accidents,  including  animated 
three-dimensional  vehicular  performance  studies  and  complex  analytical 
studies  of  vehicle  dynamics  and  operation. 
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ADMINISTRATION 


The  Office  of  Administration  is  responsible  for  providing  timely,  responsive  administrative 
support  and  services  to  the  Safety  Board  and  the  public  in  the  following  areas: 

1.  Facilities  Management  -  The  purpose  of  this  activity  is  to  manage  the  physical 
working  environment  for  headquarters  and  the  Board's  regional  and  field  offices. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  facilities  staff  must  provide  telephone  services;  maintain  the 
inventory  of  the  Board's  accountable  property;  provide  printir.g,  graphic,  and 
photographic  services;  provide  internal  and  external  mail  and  messenger  services; 
and  ensure  adequate  physical  security. 

2.  Accounting  -  The  purpose  of  this  activity  is  to  assure  that  the  Agency's  financial 
resources  are  properly  spent  and  properly  controlled. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  accounting  staff  must  develop  Agency  accounting 
procedures;  develop  and  maintain  an  accounting  system  that  provides  accountability 
for  expended  resources;  furnish  timely  external  and  internal  financial  management 
reports;  and  audit  and  certify  bills  and  vouchers  for  payment. 

3.  Executive  Secretariat  Services  -  The  purpose  of  this  activity  is  to  provide  services 
to  the  Board  Members  and  staff  regarding  the  review,  distribution,  control, 
processing,  and  recordkeeping  for  the  major  Board  documents. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  Executive  Secretariat  staff  must  control,  process,  and  review 
all  correspondence  to  and  from  the  Chairman;  set  Board  Meeting  agendas  and 
maintain  records  of  such  meetings;  ensure  that  meetings,  public  hearings,  and 
Board  rules/procedures  are  noticed  in  the  Federal  Register;  and  produce  a  monthly 
newsletter  to  inform  employees  about  Board  activities. 

4.  Human  Resource  Management  -  The  purpose  of  this  activity  is  to  effectively  manage 
the  personnel  program  in  order  to  improve  productivity  and  morale,  to  maintain 
compliance  with  Federal  laws  and  regulations,  and  to  maintain  a  highly  skilled, 
efficient  and  diversified  workforce. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  personnel  staff  must  recruit  and  process  applications  for  all 
vacant  positions;  actively  recruit  minority  and  women  candidates  for  all  positions; 
process  personnel  actions  for  all  hires,  promotions,  and  salary  adjustments;  provide 
employees  with  employee  services  and  benefit  information;  review  and  classify 
positions  to  maintain  an  accurate  grade  and  position  structure;  and  develop  and 
implement  personnel  programs,  such  as  incentive  award  programs. 
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Training  Management  -  The  purpose  of  this  activity  is  to  develop,  manage  and 
implement  an  effective  training  program  which  will  improve  the  skills,  knowledge, 
abilities  and,  therefore,  the  productivity  of  Board  employees. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  training  staff  must  develop  training  policies,  procedures  and 
long  range  training  goals  and  objectives;  be  a  resource  for  available  training 
courses;  provide  administrative  support  for  training  conducted  by  others  inside  and 
outside  the  Board;  and  design,  develop  and  conduct  training  courses  for  Board 
employees. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  LAW  JUDGES 


The  Safety  Board  serves  as  the  "court  of  appeal'  for  any  airman  whenever  certificate 
action  is  tal<en  by  the  Administrator  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA). 

Under  the  Independent  Safety  Board  Act  of  1974,  the  Board's  Administrative  Law 
Judges  hear,  consider,  and  issue  initial  decisions  on  appeals  from  FAA  certificate, 
license  and  civil  penalty  actions  taken  under  Sections  602(b),  609, 901  (a)(3),  and  501  (c) 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended.  Judges'  decisions  may  be  appealed 
to  the  five-member  Board  by  the  airman  or  the  FAA. 

The  Board's  review  of  the  appeal  encompasses  the  transcripts  of  the  proceeding,  the 
Judge's  decision,  and  appeal  briefs  submitted  by  the  parties. 

Under  the  Equal  Access  to  Justice  Act  of  1980,  as  amended  (EAJA),  the  Judges  also 
review  and  decide  applications  for  attorney  fees  and  expenses  from  airmen  who  prevail 
against  the  FAA  in  the  adversary  adjudications  brought  pursuant  to  Sections  609  and 
901(a)(3)  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended. 

The  final  decision  of  the  full  Board  is  subject  to  judicial  review  by  the  U.S.  Court  of 
Appeals  pursuant  to  Section  1006  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended. 
The  right  of  appeal  to  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  is  extended  or  granted  to  both  the 
airman  and  the  FAA.  Upon  review,  the  Court  has  the  power  to  affirm,  modify,  or  set 
aside  the  full  Board's  Opinions  and  Orders,  in  whole  or  in  part;  and  if  necessary,  to 
order  further  proceedings  by  the  Board.  The  judgment  and  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Appeals  is  subject  to  review  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 
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THE    ROLE    OF    THE    SAFETY    BOARD    AND    OTHER    ORGANIZATIONS    IN 
TRANSPORTATION  SAFETY 


Within  the  transportation  community,  each  organization  has  been  established  to  fulfill  a 
unique  role,  and,  thus,  views  its  accident  investigation  function  from  a  different 
perspective.  Therefore,  each  agency  investigates  accidents  to  varying  degrees  of  depth 
and  with  a  different  goal  in  mind.  For  example,  the  Safety  Board's  primary  purpose  is 
promoting  transportation  safety  and  conducting  very  detailed  and  thorough  accident 
investigations,  which  often  uncover  significant  system-wide  problems  that  must  be 
corrected  in  order  to  prevent  future  accidents.  Recommended  solutions  to  correct  these 
problems  are  proposed  to  other  government  agencies  and/or  industries  for 
implementation. 

The  Safety  Board  has  no  authority  to  regulate  nor  is  it  directly  involved  in  the  operation 
of  any  mode  of  transportation.  Therefore,  it  has  the  unique  ability  to  oversee  the 
transportation  system  from  a  totally  objective  viewpoint  and  to  make  recommendations 
for  needed  safety  improvements  without  deference  to  existing  policies  or  regulations.  The 
investigative  approach  of  other  organizations,  whose  primary  functions  involve  both  the 
regulation  and  the  operation  of  a  transportation  system  or  subsystem,  serves  the  specific 
purpose,  as  described  in  the  paragraphs  that  follow,  for  which  they  were  established.  In 
general,  their  investigative  role  differs  from  that  of  the  Safety  Board  in  that: 

other  agencies'  investigations  generally  focus  on  their  enforcement  responsibilities, 
such  as  determining  if  a  shipper,  carrier,  or  manufacturer  has  violated  existing 
regulations,  rather  than  on  possible  changes  to  regulations  that  may  be  needed  to 
prevent  similar  accidents; 

the  persons  who  conduct  the  investigations  for  these  organizations  often  are  not 
specifically  trained  (or  have  very  limited  training)  in  accident  investigation,  while  the 
Board's  staff  is  uniquely  qualified  to  investigate  accidents  and  is  provided  with 
currency  and  refresher  training  in  investigative  analysis  at  our  accident 
investigation  school; 

the  investigations  often  are  narrow  in  scope  or  are  conducted  for  data  collection 
or  statistical  analysis  only,  and,  therefore,  cannot  be  used  as  a  basis  for  safety 
improvement  recommendations; 

unlike  the  Safety  Board,  these  organizations  do  not  have  a  formal  safety 
recommendation  process  that  includes  disseminating  information  and 
recommendations  to  other  agencies  or  industry  groups  whose  actions  are 
necessary  to  effect  the  recommended  safety  improvements;  and 


-123- 


395 

the  results  of  other  agencies'  investigations  generally  are  not  published,  while  the 
Safety  Board  issues  reports  on  all  accidents  for  which  it  determines  a  probable 
cause. 

An  invaluable  part  of  the  Safety  Board's  continuing  task  is  the  collection  of  accident  data. 
Although  the  Board  is  considered  the  primary  source  for  aviation  accident  data,  its 
approach  goes  beyond  the  statistics  and  beyond  establishing  probable  cause(s).  For 
example,  the  Safety  Board's  approach  also  includes  examination  of  all  factors  which  led 
to  an  accident  or  incident.  This  is  done  in  order  to  ensure  that  those  agencies  whose  role 
it  is  to  establish  transportation  policies  and  regulations  are  provided  with  a  thorough  and 
objective  analysis  of  both  actual  and  potential  deficiencies  in  the  transportation  system, 
as  well  as  proposed  solutions  to  correct  these  deficiencies. 


The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

The  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  is  an  independent  agency  charged  with 
determining  the  probable  cause(s)  of  transportation  accidents  and  promoting 
transportation  safety.  The  Board  investigates  accidents,  conducts  safety  studies, 
evaluates  the  effectiveness  of  other  government  agencies'  programs  for  preventing 
transportation  accidents,  and  reviews  appeals  of  adverse  certification,  license  and  civil 
penalty  actions  by  the  Administrators  of  agencies  of  the  Department  of  Transportation 
involving  airman  and  seaman. 

Most  importantly,  the  Board  makes  safety  recommendations,  based  on  its  investigations 
and  studies,  to  Federal,  State  and  local  government  agencies  and  to  the  transportation 
industry  regarding  actions  that  should  be  taken  to  prevent  accidents.  Safety 
recommendations  are  the  focal  point  of  the  Board's  efforts  to  improve  safety  in  the 
transportation  system. 


Historical  Perspective 

The  Board's  origins  can  be  found  in  the  Air  Commerce  Act  of  1926,  in  which  Congress 
charged  the  Commerce  Department  with  investigating  the  causes  of  aircraft  accidents. 
This  responsibility  fell  under  the  Bureau  of  Aviation  Safety  within  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board.  In  1 966,  Congress  consolidated  transportation  agencies  into  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation  (DOT)  and  also  created  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
(NTSB)  within  the  DOT.  In  establishing  the  Board,  Congress  believed  that  the  NTSB 
would  develop  a  higher  degree  of  safety  than  separate  safety  functions  in  each  mode 
could  achieve.  Since  1967  the  Board  has  investigated  accidents  in  all  modes  of 
transportation  including  aviation,  highway,  marine,  rail,  and  pipeline.  However,  in  1974, 
Congress  made  the  Board  independent  of  the  DOT  saying:  'No  Federal  agency  can 
properly  pertorm  such  functions  unless  it  is  totally  separate  and  independent  from  any 
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other  .  .  .  agency  of  the  United  States.'  Because  the  DOT  is  charged  with  both  the 
operation  and  the  safety  of  the  U.S.  transportation  system,  and  because  accidents 
suggest  deficiencies  in  this  system,  the  Safety  Board's  independent  investigative  role  is 
essential  to  the  Board  satisfying  the  public's  demand  for  objective  oversight  of  this 
system.  In  order  to  maintain  its  objectivity,  the  Board  was  not  given  the  authority  to 
regulate  the  transportation  industry.  Its  effectiveness,  therefore,  depends  on  its  reputation 
for  timely  and  accurate  determination  of  the  cause  of  accidents  and  for  issuing  realistic 
and  feasible  safety  recommendations. 

The  most  visible  portion  of  the  Safety  Board's  accident  investigation  role  involves  the 
management  of  major  accident  investigations.  The  investigations  include  the  participation 
of  DOT  modal  agencies  and  other  "parties  to  the  investigations"  (vehicle  and  component 
manufacturers,  operators,  employee  unions,  and  State  and  local  government  agencies). 
Such  parties  to  an  investigation  may  have  specific  conflicts  of  interest,  which  prevent 
them  from  being  totally  objective  during  an  investigation.  The  Safety  Board,  however,  has 
no  conflict  of  interest,  and  thereby  maintains  its  objectivity  as  it  manages  the  experts  and 
parties  to  ensure  a  thorough,  open,  and  complete  investigation. 


AVIATION 


The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

The  FAA  has  about  2,575  general  aviation  and  air  carrier  inspectors  who,  in  addition  to 
their  inspection  duties,  investigate  about  ten  percent  of  the  general  aviation  accidents. 
These  investigations  primarily  consist  of  agricultural,  home-built,  and  experimental  aircraft, 
and  some  selected  accidents  not  meeting  the  Board's  selection  criteria. 

Prior  to  1 982,  the  Safety  Board  delegated  about  75  percent  of  all  aviation  accidents  to  the 
FAA  but  found  this  procedure  unsatisfactory.  Because  of  the  enforcement  focus  of  the 
FAA's  investigations,  the  Board  found  it  necessary  to  collect  additional  safety-related 
information  in  order  to  determine  the  cause  of  the  accident.  The  FAA  investigations  were 
focused  on  finding  operator  violations,  sometimes  at  the  expense  of  the  inspectors' 
objectivity.  As  operations  and  maintenance  inspectors,  their  primary  duties  are  aircraft 
and  operations  inspections,  airman  testing  and  certification,  and  pilot  education.  Accident 
investigation  is  not  a  major,  much  less  a  full-time,  assignment  for  these  inspectors. 
Finally,  not  all  of  the  FAA  inspectors  have  been  trained  in  accident  investigation;  for  those 
who  have,  necessary  refresher  training  has  been  nearly  nonexistent.  For  this  reason,  in 
1982,  the  Board  significantly  reduced  the  number  of  accidents  it  delegated  to  the  FAA. 
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The  Safety  Board's  Role  in  Aviation  Accident  Investigation 

The  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  and  the  Independent  Safety  Board  Act  of  1974  placed 
the  responsibility  for  investigating  and  determining  the  probable  cause  of  all  U.S.  civil 
aviation  accidents/incidents  with  the  Safety  Board.  Although  the  Safety  Board  may 
delegate  the  actual  investigation  of  the  accident,  it  still  is  responsible  for  determining  the 
probable  cause. 

In  addition,  the  Board  is  charged  to  carry  out  studies,  special  investigations,  evaluations, 
and  assessments  of  matters  pertaining  to  aviation  safety,  including  human  injury 
avoidance,  other  agencies'  aviation  safety  consciousness  and  efficacy  in  preventing 
aviation  accidents,  and  the  adequacy  of  safeguards  and  procedures  for  transporting 
hazardous  materials  by  air. 

Because  of  the  international  nature  of  the  world's  aviation  industry  and  the  leading  role 
of  the  U.S.  in  the  technological  progress  of  aviation,  the  Safety  Board's  role  in  the 
investigation  of  domestic  and  international  aviation  accidents  is  essential  to  the 
enhancement  of  worldwide  airline  safety  for  all  persons  who  travel  by  air.  In  fact,  the 
worldwide  public  reaction  to  any  major  air  disaster  has  an  adverse  effect  on  U.S.  airlines 
and  the  confidence  of  U.S.  citizens  in  the  safety  of  airlines  in  general. 

Further,  the  Board  is  charged  with  fulfilling  the  U.S.  obligations  for  international  aviation 
accident  investigations  established  by  the  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  treaty. 
As  such,  the  Safety  Board  appoints  a  leader  (U.S.  Accredited  Representative)  of  the  U.S. 
team  who  participates  in  the  investigation  of  major  accidents  overseas.  These  accidents 
include  U.S.  airline  accidents  in  foreign  territory  and  accidents  involving 
U.S. -manufactured  aircraft  operated  by  foreign  airlines  overseas.  Because  the  United 
States  maintains  a  reputation  as  the  world  leader  in  aviation  safety,  many  governments 
and  aircraft  industry  representatives  look  to  the  Safety  Board  for  the  results  of  its 
investigations  and  safety  recommendations.  In  addition,  because  of  its  advanced 
laboratory  equipment  and  analysis  capabilities,  the  Safety  Board  often  is  called  upon  by 
foreign  governments  to  provide  expertise  in  examining  data  from  their  aircraft  accident 
investigations.  The  Safety  Board  is  pleased  to  provide  such  services  to  the  extent  that 
it  can,  and  still  provide  technical  support  to  domestic  accident  investigations.  The  Board's 
major  aviation  accident  reports,  safety  recommendations,  and  accident  statistics  are 
disseminated  worldwide  and  have  a  direct  influence  on  the  safety  of  foreign  airlines. 

A  less  visible  portion  of  the  Safety  Board's  aviation  accident  investigation  role  involves  the 
investigation  of  non-catastrophic  and  general  aviation  accidents.  These  accidents  involve 
specific  issues  of  special  concern  to  the  Board,  i.e.,  air  carrier  and  other  large  aircraft 
accidents;  fatal  and  serious  injury  commuter  and  air  taxi  accidents;  midair  collisions; 
in-flight  breakup  or  in-flight  fire  accidents;  accidents  involving  newly  certificated  aircraft; 
accidents  involving  high  performance  turbine-powered  airplanes;  and  accidents  implicating 
air  traffic  control  services,  facilities,  or  procedures.  The  Safety  Board  also  investigates 
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accidents  involving  property  damage  only,  in  which  a  relatively  limited,  but  highly  focused, 
investigation  suffices  for  data  collection  purposes.  Further,  the  investigation  of  selected 
incidents  not  meeting  the  definition  of  an  accident  often  provides  valuable  prevention 
measures  to  preclude  a  serious  accident  from  occurring. 


RAILROAD 


Accident  investigation  by  the  Federal  Railroad  Administration 

The  Federal  Railroad  Administration  (FRA)  performs  field  investigations  of  approximately 
150  train  accidents/incidents  (including  highw/ay/rail  grade  crossing)  annually.  FRA 
determines  probable  cause  and  publishes  a  report  of  its  investigation  of  train 
accidents/incidents.  The  FRA  requires  and  maintains  detailed  reports  by  railroads  of  all 
accidents  that  exceed  a  dollar  threshold,  employee  injuries  or  fatalities  and  all  impacts 
at  highway/rail  crossings.  These  reporting  requirements  preempt  duplicate  reporting 
requirements  by  states.  The  FRA  has  about  330  inspectors  from  four  technical  disciplines 
who  may  investigate  accidents.  Training  is  in-house  by  technical  specialists.  The  FRA 
has  discontinued  training  at  the  DOTs  Transportation  Safety  Institute.  FRA  train  and 
grade  crossing  accident  investigations  are  published  in  a  brief  format  annually,  however, 
FRA  has  not  published  narrative  employee  fatality  reports  since  1 987  investigations  were 
published. 


The  Safety  Board's  Role  in  Railroad  Accident  Investigation 

Since  1966,  the  primary  responsibility  for  railroad  accident  investigations  has  been 
assigned  by  Congress  to  the  Safety  Board.  The  Board  performs  both  major  and  field 
investigations  of  selected  train  accidents/incidents  and  railroad  employee  fatalities.  Major 
investigations  permit  participation  from  the  FRA  and  other  interested  parties.  They  are 
published  in  a  narrative  format.  Field  investigations,  including  railroad  employee  fatalities 
are  published  in  a  brief  format.  Probable  cause  is  determined  in  most  cases.  The  NTSB 
also  conducts  safety  studies  which  utilize  FRA  and  railroad  reports  of  accidents  submitted 
to  the  FRA.  In  other  cases,  safety  studies  may  be  based  on  an  analysis  of  regulations, 
railroad  safety  programs  and  procedures,  audit  reviews  of  management  and  operation 
practices,  or  similar  research  approaches.  In  addition,  the  Board  also  investigates 
commuter  railroad  accidents  which  are  not  under  the  FRA's  jurisdiction. 

Because  of  its  limited  resources,  the  Board  is  only  able  to  investigate  about  100 
accidents/incidents  or  railroad  employee  fatalities  each  year.  Safety  Board  railroad 
investigators  receive  both  in-house  and  outside  specialized  training  in  accident 
investigation. 
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Railroad  Accident  Investigation  bv  the  States 

The  states  participate  with  the  FRA  in  enforcing  Federal  standards  on  track,  signal,  and 
train  control,  locomotive  power  and  equipment,  and  operating  practices.  State  programs 
vary  in  size  and  scope  depending  on  the  number  of  the  railroads  operating  in  the 
individual  state  and  the  funding  support  provided  by  the  state  legislature.  In  the  past, 
railroad  enforcement  programs  in  30  states  were  funded  through  a  50  percent  state/50 
percent  Federal  grant  arrangement.   The  FRA  no  longer  funds  this  program. 


HIGHWAY 


Accident  Investigation  and  Data  Collection  bv  the  National  Hiqhwav  Traffic  Safety 
Administration 

The  National  Highway  Traffic  Safety  Administration's  (NHTSA)  accident  investigation  role 
is  fulfilled  primarily  through  its  data  collection  efforts.  As  part  of  these  efforts,  NHTSA,  in 
1979,  established  the  National  Accident  Sampling  System  (NASS)  program  to  collect 
nationally  representative  motor  vehicle  accident  data,  on  both  fatal  and  nonfatal  accidents, 
through  the  investigation  of  a  statistically  valid  sample  of  traffic  accidents  by  NASS  teams 
located  across  the  country. 

The  NASS  program  is  complemented  by  the  Fatal  Accident  Reporting  System  (FARS), 
through  which  NHTSA  collects  less  detailed  information  from  police  reports  on  all  fatal 
accidents  in  the  United  States.  The  FARS  data  base,  regarded  as  a  census  of  all  fatal 
accidents,  is  a  completely  uncorrected  police-reported  data  base  and  therefore,  contains 
all  the  uncertainties  and  inaccuracies  associated  with  this  type  of  data.  This  concern  with 
the  accuracy  of  the  data  collected,  particularly  occupant  protection  data,  prompted  the 
NHTSA  in  1988  to  establish  two  new  data  collection  activities. 

A  new  component  of  NASS  is  the  Crashworthiness  Data  System  (CDS)  which  collects 
data  relevant  only  to  the  crashworthiness  of  passenger  cars,  light  trucks,  and  vans.  No 
data  is  collected  on  heavy  trucks,  motorcycles,  or  pedestrian  fatalities,  except  when  they 
are  involved  in  accidents  with  vehicles  meeting  the  selection  criteria.  NHTSA  collects 
data  on  about  6,500  accidents  annually  (700  fatal  crashes,  1 ,500  fatalities/serious  injuries 
and  3,000  to  4,000  tow-away  accidents  with  moderate  or  less  injuries)  at  36  CDS  sites 
in  18  states.   The  new  CDS  sample  is  a  sample  used  to  project  nationwide  data. 
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The  General  Estimates  System  (GES),  the  second  new  accident  sampling  systems,  is 
another  component  of  NASS.  This  system  collects  data  on  a  wider  range  of  vehicles  and 
is  not  limited  to  fatal  accidents.  The  GES  program  collects  data  from  a  sample  of  police 
reports  involving  50,000  accidents.  The  data  is  collected  at  the  36  NASS  crashworthiness 
sites  and  24  additional  sites,  a  total  of  60  sites  in  24  States. 


Accident  Investigation  by  the  Office  of  Motor  Carriers 

According  to  the  1990  General  Estimates  System  (GES)  data,  there  were  over  42,800 
trucl</bus  accidents.  Of  those,  the  Office  of  Motor  Carriers  (OMC)  conducted  a  few 
selective  accident  investigation  and  hazardous  materials  incident  investigations.  The 
OMC  also  assisted  the  NTSB  in  some  of  its  investigations. 

Commercial  vehicle  accidents  investigated  by  the  OMC  include  but  are  not  limited  to:  an 
accident  resulting  in  multiple  fatalities,  numerous  injuries,  substantial  property  damage, 
or  a  combination  thereof;  or  an  accident  likely  to  result  in  widespread  public  interest,  and 
of  which  detailed  knowledge  would  be  beneficial. 

The  major  benefits  attributed  to  the  OMC  accident  investigation  functions  are  support  for 
the  OMC  enforcement  program,  identification  and  correction  of  safety  problems,  and 
identification  of  the  need  for  new  safety  regulations  or  improvements  in  existing 
regulations. 


Highway  Accident  Investigation  and  Data  Collection  by  State  or  Local  Agencies 

State  and  local  police  historically  have  investigated  a  large  number  of  highway  accidents, 
particularly  those  in  which  one  or  more  persons  are  killed.  However,  police  investigations 
traditionally  have  been  directed  at  determining  'culpability,'  and  collecting  specific  sets 
of  facts  for  law  enforcement  and  damage  claim  purposes  which  are  not  suitable  for 
highway  research.  In  most  states,  data  collection  and  analysis  is  both  inadequate  and 
inaccurate  for  sound  safety  improvement  evaluation  and  planning.  Data  for  vehicle 
crashworthiness  issues  in  particular  are  lacking.   Other  deficiencies  include: 

~     incomplete  data  bases  (e.g.,  55  percent  of  persons  treated  at  hospital  emergency 

rooms  were  not  included  in  police  reports); 
~     restraint  status  inaccuracies  (incorrect  and  overstated  reports  of  belt  use  and  type  of 

restraint  used.   The  problem  has  worsened  with  advent  of  seat  belt  use  laws.); 
--     uncertainties  about  injury  severity; 
--     lack  of  injury  source  information;  and 
-     uncertainties  about  crash  severity. 
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The  Safety  Board's  Role  in  Highway  Accident  Investigation 

The  Safety  Board  is  responsible  for  the  investigation  of  highway  accidents,  including 
railroad  grade  crossing  accidents,  that  it  selects  in  cooperation  with  the  states.  The  Board 
devotes  its  limited  highway  investigation  resources  to  accidents  that  have  a  significant 
impact  on  the  public's  confidence  in  highway  safety,  generate  high  media  and/or  public 
interest,  or  that  concern  technical  safety  issues  which  cause  or  contribute  to  accidents  or 
injuries  on  a  national  scale. 

The  Board  also  conducts  safety  studies  of  significant  highway  safety  issues  often  based 
on  a  set  of  accident  investigations  specifically  undertaken  as  the  basis  for  the  study.  In 
other  cases,  safety  studies  may  be  based  on  an  analysis  of  regulations,  highway  safety 
programs  and  procedures,  audit  reviews  of  management  and  operational  practices,  or 
similar  research  approaches. 

The  objectives  of  the  Board's  highway  program  are  carried  out  through  (1)  the  multi- 
disciplinary,  in-depth  investigation  of  major  catastrophic  accidents  involving  multiple 
fatalities  or  substantial  properly  damage,  (2)  noncatastrophic  accident  investigations 
conducted  in  support  of  selected  highway  safety  emphasis  areas,  and  (3)  special 
investigations  concerning  a  predetermined  subject  selected  in  support  of  a  safety  study. 
As  in  other  modes,  the  end  result  of  these  highway  efforts  are  actions  taken  by  Federal, 
state,  or  local  agencies,  or  industry,  often  emanating  from  specific  Safety  Board 
recommendations  to  reduce  the  likelihood  or  recurrence  of  transportation  accidents,  and 
to  make  the  transportation  of  persons  and  property  as  safe  and  free  from  the  risk  of  injury 
and  damage  as  possible. 


MARINE 


Accident  Investigation  by  the  Coast  Guard 

The  Coast  Guard  has  the  authority  to  investigate  commercial  vessel  accidents  which 
occur  in  U.S.  waters  or  involve  U.S.  vessels.  Although  most  Coast  Guard  investigations 
normally  are  informal  in  nature,  the  agency  occasionally  convenes  a  one-person  formal 
investigation  or  a  formal  Marine  Board  of  Investigation.  A  Marine  Board  of  Investigation 
is  undertaken  only  in  the  most  serious  major  marine  accidents.  Safety  Board 
investigators  normally  participate  in  both  types  of  formal  investigations.  Because  of  the 
limited  staff  available  to  handle  the  high  number  of  reportable  accidents,  the  Coast  Guard 
has  been  forced  to  conduct  less  in-depth  investigations.  The  Coast  Guard  now  has  the 
authority  to  investigate  accidents  involving  large  foreign-flag  passenger  vessels  (i.e.  cruise 
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ships)  operating  from  U.S.  ports  and  carrying  primarily  U.S.  passengers  when  accidents 
occur  in  international  waters,  but  thus  far  has  not  attempted  to  use  this  new  authority, 
relying  instead  on  participating  in  investigations  conducted  under  international  rules. 


Recreational  Boating  Accident  Investigation  by  States 

About  900  lives  are  lost  each  year  in  recreational  boating  accidents.  Recreational  boating 
accidents  are,  for  the  most  part,  investigated  by  the  states  in  whose  jurisdiction  they 
occur.  State  programs  for  boating  accident  investigations,  and  for  recreational  boating 
safety  in  general,  vary  widely.  For  example,  in  some  states  boating  accidents  are 
investigated  by  the  Fish  and  Game  Warden  while  other  states  have  separate  police  units 
for  marine  matters.  State  investigation  of  alcohol  use  in  accidents  also  varies  widely, 
although  many  states  have  made  progress  in  adopting  a  uniform  procedure  for  addressing 
this  issue.  Since  1971,  the  Coast  Guard  has  been  empowered  to  provide  grants-in-aid 
to  the  states  in  an  effort  to  promote  uniformity  and  cooperation  regarding  boating  safety 
and  accident  investigation. 

The  Coast  Guard  recently  has  focused  its  efforts  on  improving  state  reporting  of  accidents 
for  inclusion  in  the  national  data  base  which  is  published  yearly  in  "Boating  Statistics'. 
In  particular,  both  the  Coast  Guard  and  the  states  have  agreed  that  improvements  are 
needed  in  the  uniform  reporting  of  alcohol-related  boating  accidents,  and  the  National 
Association  of  State  Boating  Law  Administrators  is  working  with  the  Coast  Guard  to 
promote  these  improvements. 


The  Safety  Board's  Role  in  Marine  Accident  Investigation 

Federal  marine  safety  standards  came  into  being  before  the  Civil  War,  and  commercial 
marine  accidents  have  been  investigated  by  the  Federal  government  since  1 871 .  Before 
1966,  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  was  exclusively  responsible  for  these  investigations.  When 
the  Safety  Board  was  established  in  1966,  it  was  authorized  to  review  Coast  Guard 
investigations  and  determine  the  probable  cause(s)  of  those  accidents.  In  1974,  the 
Safety  Board  was  authorized  to  investigate  marine  accidents  involving  public  and  non- 
public vessels  and  major  marine  accidents  under  joint  regulations  with  the  Coast  Guard. 
In  1981,  in  order  to  preclude  any  appearance  of  a  conflict  of  interest  on  the  part  of  the 
Coast  Guard,  the  Safety  Board  and  the  Coast  Guard  agreed  that,  in  accidents  involving 
significant  safety  issues  relating  to  Coast  Guard  safety  functions,  the  Safety  Board  may 
conduct  an  independent  investigation  and  hearing,  with  full  cooperation  by  the  Coast 
Guard.  The  1981  agreement  also  stated  that  the  Board  would  conduct  independent 
investigations  of  Coast  Guard  and  non-public  (commercial)  vessel  accidents. 
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other  than  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  and  the  Coast  Guard  there  are  no 
agencies,  Federal  or  State,  that  have  the  authority  to  investigate  commercial  vessel 
accidents  in  U.S.  navigable  watenways.  The  Marine  Division  of  the  Safety  Board  consists 
of  eight  investigators  with  an  average  of  more  than  ten  years  experience  in  marine 
accident  investigations  and  more  than  20  years  of  additional  varied  experience  in  the 
marine  field. 

Generally,  the  Coast  Guard  investigations  focus  on  enforcement,  but  they  will  on  occasion 
result  in  prevention  recommendations.  Safety  Board  investigations  are  directed  primarily 
towards  developing  safety  improvement  recommendations  while  determining  the  probable 
cause(s)  of  an  accident.  Furthermore,  the  Safety  Board  has  an  extensive  monitoring 
system  to  ensure  that  implementation  of  the  recommendations  is  not  delayed  or  forgotten. 

The  Safety  Board,  because  it  is  independent  and  not  directly  involved  in  regulation  of  the 
industry,  has  been  the  catalyst  in  moving  the  Coast  Guard  and  other  organizations  to 
improve  marine  safety  by  requiring  certain  equipment,  improving  procedures,  and 
improving  vessel  design.  It  sometimes  seems  that  a  catastrophe  must  occur  before  the 
Coast  Guard  takes  action  to  make  safety  improvements.  The  Safety  Board,  however,  is 
continually  promoting  safety  improvements  through  its  reports.  Resulting  Safety 
improvements  were  identified  and  recommendations  were  made  as  the  result  of  the 
investigations  of  fires  on  the  following  foreign  passenger  ships:  SCANDINAVIAN  SEA, 
SCANDINAVIAN  SUN,  SCANDINAVIAN  STAR  and  the  EMERALD  SEA  explosion  and 
fire.  There  were  two  deaths  and  1 5  injuries  on  those  four  vessels  before  the  1 58  fatalities 
in  the  SCANDINAVIAN  STAR  fire  in  the  North  Sea.  Many  of  the  recently  revised 
international  fire  safety  standards  incorporate  the  improvements  sought  by  the  Safety 
Board. 

Of  the  approximately  4,000  reportable  accidents  involving  commercial  vessels  and  the 
approximately  6,500  serious  recreational  boating  accidents  that  occur  each  year,  about 
60  to  70,  on  average,  accidents  fall  within  the  investigative  jurisdiction  of  the  Safety  Board 
(i.e.,  $500,000  in  property  damage;  six  or  more  lives  lost;  or  the  total  loss  of  a  self- 
propelled  vessel  of  more  than  100  gross  tons;  or  accidents  that  involve  public  and  non- 
public vessels  with  $75,000  in  property  damage  or  at  least  one  fatality).  However, 
because  of  limited  resources,  the  Board  is  able  to  independently  investigate  only  about 
four  (5  percent)  of  these  accidents  each  year. 

In  addition,  the  Board  investigates  about  three  accidents  per  year  jointly  with  the  Coast 
Guard,  and  requests  that  the  Coast  Guard  investigate  the  remainder  for  the  Board.  In  the 
latter  case,  the  Board  determines  the  probable  cause  of  the  accident  based  on  an 
analysis  of  the  evidence  collected  and  submitted  by  the  Coast  Guard. 

As  in  the  other  transportation  modes,  the  Safety  Board  also  conducts  safety  studies 
involving  specific  marine  safety  issues.  These  may  be  based  on  previous  Safety  Board 
accident  investigations,  or  on  analytical  reviews  of  marine  regulations,  practices, 
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procedures,  and  standards.  Similar  to  accident  investigations  and  safety  studies  in  the 
other  modes,  marine  safety  studies  result  in  the  issuance  of  safety  recommendations  to 
Federal  and/or  state  agencies,  private  industry,  and  industry  associations. 


PIPEUNE 


Accident  Investigations  by  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  and  by  the  States 

More  than  1.6  million  miles  of  pipelines  carry  natural  gas  and  hazardous  liquids  to  more 
than  47  million  customers  in  the  U.S.  The  regulation  and  inspection  of  this  vast  network 
of  pipelines  and  the  investigation  of  accidents  for  enforcement  purposes  are  shared  in  a 
complex  pattern  of  responsibilities  among  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS)  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  and  a  variety  of  state  agencies.  The  enforcement 
of  Federal  pipeline  safety  regulations  on  interstate  facilities,  including  the  investigation  of 
accidents,  is  the  responsibility  of  the  OPS.  However,  given  the  enormous  size  of  the 
pipeline  system,  OPS  inspectors  located  in  five  regional  offices  share  this  responsibility, 
through  a  variety  of  arrangements,  with  state  agencies. 

There  are  a  number  of  limitations  on  the  usefulness  of  the  OPS  and  state  accident 
investigations.  For  example,  although  the  OPS  requires  that  a  written  report  be  prepared 
for  those  accidents  investigated  by  state  agency  personnel,  the  state  is  not  required  to 
file  these  reports  with  the  DOT.  Furthermore,  despite  the  fact  that  the  OPS  provides 
general  guidance  on  the  types  of  information  that  should  be  included,  there  is  no 
established  format  for  the  preparation  of  the  report  nor  is  there  a  set  time  interval  after 
the  accident  within  which  the  report  must  be  completed. 

For  accidents  investigated  by  OPS  personnel,  reports  of  the  investigations  are  completed 
in  a  uniform  format  and  are  filed  in  the  regional  offices  and  headquarters,  but  they  are  not 
published.  These  OPS  investigations  also  provide  very  little  support  for  safety 
improvements,  as  they  focus  more  on  determining  whether  or  not  Federal  regulations 
were  violated.  Additionally,  these  investigations  provide  no  oversight  of  OPS  programs 
and  only  limited  oversight  of  state  programs. 

Nevertheless,  the  Board  has  noted  substantial  improvements  in  these  agencies'  accident 
investigation  capabilities  in  recent  years,  and  the  services  rendered  to  the  Safety  Board 
by  these  inspectors  often  have  been  invaluable.  These  improvements  are  largely  due  to 
upgrading  of  the  qualification  standards  used  by  the  states  for  inspection  personnel  and 
to  the  higher  quality  and  more  widespread  training  that  state  personnel  are  now  receiving 
from  industry  organizations  and  the  DOT. 
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Because  the  bulk  of  pipeline  accident  data  is,  of  necessity,  recorded  by  state  agencies, 
the  Safety  Board  believes  that  the  usefulness  of  State  accident  reports  for  improving  the 
safety  of  pipeline  transportation  could  and  should  be  enhanced  by:  (1)  establishing  clear 
reporting  criteria  for  use  by  the  states;  (2)  requiring  that  the  state  reports  be  centrally  filed; 
and  (3)  implementing  a  data  base  for  these  state-produced  accident  data.  Currently,  the 
only  data  on  pipeline  accidents  that  are  required  to  be  submitted  to  the  DOT  and  that  are 
stored  for  computenzed  analyses  are  the  industry-prepared  leak  reports.  The  valuable 
resource  of  state  accident  reports  is  not  being  used  to  identify  emerging  safety  problems 
and  how  to  minimize  their  consequences. 


The  Safety  Board's  Role  in  Pipeline  Accident  Investigation 

The  Safety  Board  is  responsible  for  investigating  all  pipeline  accidents  in  which  there  is 
a  fatality  or  substantial  property  damage.  In  addition,  the  Board  also  investigates  pipeline 
accidents  involving  selected  accident  prevention  issues.  Under  its  [Memorandum  of 
Understanding  with  the  DOT'S  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS),  the  Board  can  delegate 
to  the  OPS  the  investigation  of  accidents  that  occur  when  the  Board  is  unable  to  respond 
due  to  insufficient  resources.  The  Board  has  also  developed  informal  means  to  enlist 
investigative  assistance  from  several  selected  state  agencies. 

In  1 992,  preliminary  data  indicated  there  were  41 2  pipeline  accidents  reported  to  the  OPS 
under  its  criteria.  These  accidents  generally  involved  a  death  or  hospitalization,  property 
damage  of  more  than  $50,000,  or  the  release  of  the  transported  material  into  the 
environment.  Three  accidents  were  investigated  in  depth  by  the  Safety  Board,  each 
involving  a  fatality,  substantial  property  damage,  and  significant  safety  issues.  The 
remainder  of  these  accidents  were  investigated  to  some  degree  by  the  states  or  the  OPS. 

The  Safety  Board  selects  for  investigation  by  its  personnel  those  pipeline  accidents  that 
provide  the  greater  opportunities  to  address  industry-wide  safety  issues  and  those  related 
to  emerging  technologies  within  the  pipeline  industries.  Of  those  accidents  most  likely  to 
be  selected  as  a  major  Safety  Board  investigation,  are  those  that  pose  significant  threats 
to  the  environment,  that  involve  pipeline  employee  qualifications,  and  that  involve 
inadequacies  in  the  Federal  or  state  pipeline  safety  regulatory  programs. 

Liquid  pipelines  transport  about  54%  of  this  Nation's  petroleum,  and  many  of  the  products 
when  released  during  accidents  can  significantly  threaten  the  environment,  wildlife,  other 
transportation  activities,  and  community  water  supplies.  Recent  liquid  pipeline  accidents 
have  emphasized  that  while  they  do  not  cause  large  numbers  of  human  casualties  (5 
fatalities  and  38  injuries  in  1 992),  they  result  in  dollar  losses,  environmental  damages,  and 
disruptions  to  communities  disproportionate  to  other  pipelines.  Moreover,  such  losses 
have  not  been  equitably  considered  in  developing  safety  standards  on  detecting  abnormal 
pipeline  operations  and  systems  for  minimizing    the  quantity  of    products  released 
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from  pipe  failures.  Safety  Board  investigations  of  such  accidents  are  being  used  to  better 
define  and  document  safety  improvement  needs  to  more  promptly  identify  pipe  failure 
occurrences  and  means  to  more  promptly  control  petroleum  product  releases. 

Increased  employee  turnover  and  the  incorporation  of  more  highly  technical  operating  and 
monitoring  equipment  within  the  pipeline  industries  have  caused  the  pipeline  industries 
to  include  new  training  programs  and  technologies  to  provide  knowledge  generally 
obtained  during  years  of  supervised  on-the-job  experience.  Computer  interactive  and 
computer  based  training  programs  offer  significant  potential  to  improve  current  training 
methods;  however,  their  effectiveness  when  used  as  the  primary  method  of  training  has 
not  yet  been  adequately  demonstrated.  Safety  Board  investigations  will  assess  the 
effectiveness  of  training  programs  that  incorporate  these  newer  training  methods  to  better 
define  their  effectiveness  and  to  identify  needed  enhancements. 

Although  common  to  all  pipeline  accidents,  some  accidents  present  superior  opportunities 
to  develop  information  on  the  affect  of  the  OPS  and/or  state  pipeline  safety  regulatory 
bodies  for  enhancing  pipeline  safety.  In  addressing  this  aspect  of  pipeline  safety,  the 
Safety  Board  performs  an  essential  oversight  responsibility  and  is  often  best  able  to 
identify  regulatory,  inspection,  and  enforcement  program  improvements  that,  when 
implemented,  will  result  in  more  effective  pipeline  safety  regulations  and  more  efficient 
program  operations. 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 


Accident  Investigations  by  Administrations  of  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  and 
bv  States 

About  4  billion  tons  of  regulated  hazardous  materials  are  shipped  each  year  with  more 
than  500,000  shipments  of  hazardous  materials  entering  into  this  Nation's  transportation 
system  daily.  Responsibility  for  the  regulation,  inspection,  and  enforcement  of  the 
transportation  of  these  hazardous  materials  shipments  is  shared  in  a  nonuniform  manner 
among  the  DOTs  modal  administrations,  RSPA,  and  the  states.  The  modal 
administrations  are  generally  responsible  for  shippers  and  transporters  with  some 
responsibilities  being  shared  with  the  states.  RSPA  is  responsible  for  issuing  the 
hazardous  materials  regulations,  and  for  inspecting  shippers  and  manufacturers  of 
shipping  containers  that  are  of  a  multi-modal  nature.  The  responsibility  for  investigating 
transportation  accidents  is  similarly  diversified. 
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The  Safety  Board's  Role  in  Hazardous  Material  Accident  Investiipation 

The  Safety  Board  is  responsible  for  investigating  accidents  that  involve  threats  to  public 
safety  arising  from  accidents  involving  hazardous  materials,  or  when  the  release  of 
hazardous  materials  causes  death,  serious  injury,  or  major  disruption  within  communities. 
In  addition,  the  Safety  Board  investigates  accidents  involving  the  transportation  of 
hazardous  materials  to  provide  further  evidence  of  the  need  for  implementing  previously 
identified  safety  improvements.  As  a  result  of  its  investigations,  safety  recommendations 
are  made  to  reduce  the  risk  of  similar  accidents  causing  the  release  of  hazardous 
materials  and  catastrophic  consequences. 

There  were  9,294  hazardous  materials  incidents  reported  to  the  DOTs  Research  and 
Special  Programs  Administration  in  1 992,  including  7,740  highway,  1 ,1 28  rail,  420  air,  and 
six  water  incidents.  These  incidents  resulted  in  sixteen  fatalities,  587  injuries  and  $30.6 
million  in  damages.  In  the  ten-year  period  from  1 983  to  1 992, 1 1 1  fatalities,  3,297  injuries 
and  over  $238  million  in  damages  were  reported.  For  the  five-year  period,  between  1 985 
through  1989,  106,011  people  were  evacuated  because  of  railroad  accidents  alone, 
involving  hazardous  materials. 

Because  of  the  limited  resources  available  in  Hazardous  Materials  Division,  only  two  to 
three  major  accident  investigations  and  five  to  eight  limited  investigations  can  be 
conducted  annually. 
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National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

41,917  Transportation  Fatalities  in  1992 


other  Highway  (617) 

Motorized  Cycles 
(2.326) 


Large  Trucks 
(582) 


Picl(up  Trucks 
&Vans 
(8.218) 


Pedacycles 
(715) 


Cargo  Transport  116  — 

Commercial  Fishing 
61 
Recreational  Boating 
816 


Pedestrians 
(5.410) 


All  Other 

Modes 

(2,717) 


Total  Highway 
Deaths:  39,200 


] 


Intercity-Others  558 

Rapid  Transit  84 
Employees  &  Contractors  46 


Passenger  Cars  (21,332) 


Airlines    33 
Commuter  21 

Air  Taxi  66 

Foreign/Unregistered 
19 


Liquids  5 
Gas  15 


Grade  Crossing  IMarine  Rail 

(575)  (993)  (691) 


Aviation 
(1.013) 


Pipeline 
(20) 


Notes:  (1)  All  figures  are  preliminary  estimates; 

(2)  Grade  crossing  fatalities  were  counted  in  rail  and  highway  categories 
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ACCIDENT  SELECTION  CRITERIA 


The  Board  investigates  aviation,  railroad,  highway,  marine,  pipeline,  and  hazardous 
materials  accidents.  Under  its  accident  selection  criteria,  the  Board's  investigative 
response  will  depend  primarily  on  the  following  factors:  1)  the  need  for  independent 
investigative  oversight  of  certain  specified  areas  to  ensure  public  confidence  in  the 
transportation  system;  2)  the  need  to  concentrate  attention  and  resources  on  the  most 
significant  and  life-threatening  safety  issues;  and  3)  the  need  to  maintain  an  adequate 
data  base  on  which  trends  can  be  identified  and  projected. 


Aviation 

1 .  Oversight/public  confidence: 

a.  All  Part  121  and  135  accidents  (includes:  commercial  passenger  service, 
newly-formed  airlines,  FAA  surveillance  of  air  carrier  operations  and 
maintenance  activities,  and  Part  135  operators  with  multiple  accident 
histories). 

b.  Foreign  aircraft  accidents  involving  U.S.  airlines;  U.S.-  manufactured 
transport  aircraft;  or  major  U.S. -manufactured  components  (e.g., engines)  on 
transport  aircraft. 

c.  Accidents  involving  air  traffic  control. 

d.  Accidents  involving  flight  training  or  crew  experience  as  potential  factors. 

e.  Midair  collision  accidents. 

f.  Accidents  involving  newly-certificated  aircraft  (first  accident  or  less  than  10 
years  old). 

g.  Accidents  involving  newly-certificated  engines, 
h.         Accidents  involving  in-flight  fire. 

i.  Accidents  involving  in-flight  breakup. 

j.  Accidents  that  expose  the  public  to  high  risk,  involve  substantial  property 

damage,  or  attract  high  public  interest. 

2.  Selected  emphasis  areas: 

a.  General   aviation   accidents   with   elements   common   to   Part   121/135 
operations    (e.g.,  aircraft  typically  used  in  Part  121/135  operations;  Part 
121/135  training  flights,  etc.). 

b.  All  fatal  general  aviation  accidents.^ 

c.  Commercial  passenger  flight  incidents  with  safety  improvement  potential. 


The  Safety  Board,  through  a  letter  of  agreement  with  the  FAA,  delegates  the  investigation  of  all  agricultural,  home-built,  and 
experimental  category  aircraft  accidents  to  the  FAA.  However,  for  those  cases  in  which  the  FAA  does  not  accept  a 
delegated  accident,  the  Safety  Board  must  perlomi  the  investigation.  Additionally,  other  categories  of  Part  9'  fatal  aircraft 
accidents,  with  no  apparent  safety  improvement  potential  may  be  delegated  to  the  FAA. 

-138- 


410 


d.  Air  traffic  control  incidents  with  safety  improvement  potential. 

e.  Aging  transport  aircraft  accidents. 

Statistical  needs:    All  general  aviation  accidents,  except  those  delegated  to  the 
FAA  per  the  letter  of  agreement. 


Railroad 

1.  Oversight/public  confidence: 

a.  Any  collision  between  trains  that  results  in  an  employee  fatality,  serious 
injury  to  two  or  more  employees,  in  damages  of  $500,000  or  more  to 
railroad  and/or  non-railroad  property. 

b.  Any  passenger  or  employee  fatality.  ' 

c.  Hospitalization  of  a  train  crewmember  or  passenger. 

d.  Any  accident  resulting  in  explosion,  fire,  or  release  of  hazardous  materials 
resulting  in  an  evacuation. 

e.  Any  rail/highway  grade  crossing  accident  involving  three  or  more  fatalities, 
hazardous  materials  release,  or  a  failure  of  crossing  protection  equipment. 

2.  Selected  emphasis  areas 

a.  Advanced  Train  Control  Systems, 
b..        Locomotive  Crashworthiness. 

.c.        Fatigue/Work/Rest  Cycle  of  employees  in  safety  sensitive  positions. 

d.  Passenger  Car  Crashworthiness 

e.  Passenger  Car  Standards 

Highway 

1.         Oversight/public  confidence: 

,  a.  Highway  bridge  safety  (collision  vulnerability  and  structural  deficiencies). 

b.  Motor  carrier  oversight  by  Federal  and  State  agencies. 

c.  Transportation  of  school  children. 

d.  Intercity  bus  safety. 
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2.        Selected  emphasis  areas: 


a.  Adequacy  of  passive  restraints. 

b.  Driver  fatigue  in  commercial  vehicles. 

c.  Grade  cross  accidents  involving  commercial.public  transportation  vehicles. 

d.  Child  passenger  safety. 

e.  Specialty  Bus  Safety. 

f.  Effects  of  NAFTA  on  commercial  vehicle  safety. 

Marine 

1 .  Oversight/public  confidence: 

a.  Loss  of  six  or  more  lives. 

b.  Loss  of  a  self-propelled  vessel  of  over  100  gross  tons  or  damage  to  any 
vessel  exceeding  $500,000. 

c.  Serious  hazardous  materials  threat  to  life,  property,  and  environment. 

d.  Coast  Guard  safety  functions  (e.g.,  Vessel  Traffic  Services,  search  and 
rescue  operations,  vessel  inspections,  aid  to  navigation  positioning/lighting, 
etc.). 

e.  A  public  and  non-public  vessel  collision  or  other  accident  with  one  or  more 
fatalities  or  $75,000  or  more  in  property  damage. 

2.  Selected  emphasis  areas: 

a.  Large  passenger  vessels  including  ocean  cruise  ships  and 
excursion  vessels,  ferries,  and  harbor  excursion  boats. 

b.  Small  passenger  vessels  carrying  more  than  six  passengers. 

c.  Bridge  Resource  fwlanagement. 

d.  Tankships  and  tank  barges. 

e.  Fatigue  and  hours  of  service  on  all  vessels. 

f.  Commercial  Fish  Vessel  Accidents. 

g.  Collisions  and  groundings  involving  oceangoing  vessels, 
h.        Inland  Tow  Vessel  Rammings. 


Pipeline 

1 .        Oversight/public  confidence: 

a.  One  or  more  fatalities. 

b.  Property  damage  exceeding  $500,000. 

c.  Extensive  release  of  highly  volatile  liquids. 

d.  Significant  damage  to  the  environment. 
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Selected  emphasis  areas: 


a.  Accidents  where  consequences  could  have  been  reduce  by  use  of  an 
excess  flow  valve. 

b.  Failure  of  aging  pipe  systems. 

c.  Accidents  involving  human  performance  issues. 

d.  Accidents  involving  recognition  or  response  delays. 

e.  Major  environmental  damages  resulting  from  product  release. 


Hazardous  Materials 

1 .  Oversight/public  confidence: 

a.  Fatalities  or  serious  injuries  by  the  release  of  hazardous  materials. 

b.  Major  evacuations  of  the  public  or  major  disruptions  to  a  community's 
normal  functioning  due  to  the  threats  caused  by  a  release  of  hazardous 
materials. 

2.  Selected  emphasis  areas: 

a.  Non-collision  container  failures. 

b.  Failure  of  containers  under  accident  conditions  in  which  the  containers 
reasonably  should  have  been  expected  to  survive. 

c.  Cargo  transfer  operations. 

d.  Unusual  or  unexpected  behavior  of  hazardous  materials. 

e.  Mis-identified  or  non-identified  hazardous  materials. 

f.  Emergency  response  difficulties  because  of  the  unexpected  behavior  of 
hazardous  materials  involved  in  an  accident  or  the  lack  of  adequate  - 
information  about  cargo  or  containers  involved  in  an  accident. 
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Tuesday,  April  19,  1994. 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

WITNESSES 
U.S.  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

KENNETH     M.     MEAD,     DIRECTOR,     TRANSFORATION     ISSUES,     RE- 
SOURCES, COMMUNITY,  AND  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  DIVISION 

ALLEN  LI 

mary  ann  kruslicky 
bob  levin 
bob  wurster 

federal  aviation  administration 

david  r.  hinson,  administrator 

gene  conti,  deputy  assistant  secretary  for  budget  and 
programs,  office  of  the  secretary 

Introductory  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Good  morning.  Today,  we  are  going  to  receive  the  tes- 
timony on  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  of  the  Federal  Avia- 
tion Administration,  and  the  request  totals  $8.8  billion,  which  is 
about  a  1.8  percent  increase  over  the  funding  provided  last  year. 
Virtually,  all  of  the  request  is  for  facilities  and  equipment.  By  con- 
trast, operating  funds  requested  are  $4.58  billion,  a  hard  freeze 
compared  to  1994. 

Under  this  hard  freeze,  the  FAA  staffing  would  decline  by  1,272 
full-time  positions,  on  top  of  a  1,438  reduction  in  staff  under  way 
this  fiscal  year.  It  is  clear  that  the  challenges  facing  the  FAA  this 
year  are  many  and  we  hope  to  get  into  some  of  these  issues  today 
and  possibly  tomorrow,  if  we  need  the  time. 

The  first  witness  today  will  be  Ken  Mead  of  the  General  Account- 
ing Office,  and  after  the  GAO's  presentation  we  will  hear  from  our 
new  FAA  Administrator,  David  Hinson. 

Ken,  I  want  to  welcome  you  and  your  colleagues  back  to  the 
Committee.  Once  again,  thank  you  for  all  of  the  help  and  the  sup- 
port that  you  have  been  to  the  Subcommittee  in  carrying  out  its 
function  over  the  years.  Your  statement  will  be  put  in  the  record 
in  full,  and  the  Committee  will  review  and  retain  your  annual  sta- 
tus report  of  the  modernization  programs  which  we  appreciate  very 
much. 

If  you  would  proceed  with  your  oral  statement,  first  by  introduc- 
ing your  colleagues,  most  of  whom  are  also  friends  of  the  Commit- 
tee and  we  know  them  well.  We  are  glad  to  have  all  of  them  here, 
but,  Ken,  would  you  make  the  formal  introductions,  and  then  pro- 
ceed with  the  highlights  of  your  testimony. 
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Mr.  Mead.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  thank  you  for  the 
kind  words.  My  colleagues,  Mary  Ann  Kruslicky,  Al  Li,  Bob  Levin, 
and  Bob  Wurster. 

We  would  like  to  start  off  just  by  saying  that  appearances  before 
the  Committee  over  the  past  couple  of  months  outlined  the  three 
mega  budget  issues  facing  the  Department,  which  I  would  say  were 
first  the  funding  of  the  ISTEA  legislation  and  the  demonstration 
projects;  second  is  Amtrak;  and  third  is  this  advanced  automation 
system,  which  we  will  be  getting  into  in  a  moment. 

I  will  summarize  the  statement.  Our  testimony  will  touch  on  the 
ATC  modernization  effort,  downsizing  the  work  force,  the  AIP  pro- 
gram and  several  issues  we  see  in  research  and  development  for 
aviation  security.  The  thrust  of  our  testimony  is  to  promote  cost- 
effective  decision-making  at  FAA.  This  seems  appropriate  because 
after  years  of  budget  growth,  FAA  is  entering  an  era  of  no  growth 
budgets  and  trust  fund  expenditures  will  exceed  tax  receipts. 

ATC  MODERNIZATION 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  just  alluded  to  the  issuance  of  our  fifth  an- 
nual report  on  the  modernization  program,  and  with  the  exception 
of  the  very  serious  problems  with  the  advanced  automation  system, 
to  which  I  will  return  in  a  moment,  progress  this  year  on  the  other 
components  of  modernization  was  mixed.  In  fact,  there  were  a 
number  of  bright  spots,  though  I  think  through  the  press  accounts 
they  were  perhaps  overshadowed  by  the  difficulties  with  AAS. 

As  a  frame  of  reference,  nearly  50  percent  of  the  $36  billion  re- 
quired for  modernization  through  2001  has  already  been  appro- 
priated. And  of  the  12  major  projects  in  the  modernization  program 
that  we  track,  six  have  achieved  first  site  implementation  and 
three  more  are  scheduled  for  this  year  or  next. 

Except  for  AAS,  cost  increases  and  schedule  slippages  were  not 
as  great  as  in  the  past.  Another  item  of  good  news  is  that  the  obli- 
gation rates  improved  and  the  combined  cost  of  the  12  major 
projects  actually  declined.  That  was  due  to  FAA's  decision  to  sub- 
stantially reduce  the  number  of  microwave  landing  systems  being 
procured.  That  reduced  costs  by  about  $2  billion.  Unfortunately, 
that  reduction  will  not  be  of  much  help  to  you  this  year,  because 
the  money  was  not  going  to  be  spent  until  the  turn  of  the  century 
anyway. 

We  also  found  that  FAA  was  giving  more  scrutiny  to  new  starts. 
Of  the  31  proposals  developed  for  fiscal  1995,  35  percent  were  actu- 
ally withdrawn.  On  the  negative  side,  we  saw  some  signs  that  FAA 
was  at  risk  of  losing  momentum  in  its  efforts  to  improve  acquisi- 
tion management.  For  example,  we  found  that  agency  officials  have 
difficulty  telling  us  how  they  decide  where  to  site  equipment  and 
how  benefit/cost  information  is  factored  into  those  decisions.  Guid- 
ance for  risk  management  plans,  of  crucial  importance  given  this 
program's  troubled  history,  is  still  not  complete. 

ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM 

Now,  I  turn  to  AAS,  which  of  course  is  the  centerpiece  of  the 
modernization  program.  It  is  experiencing  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
that  goes  to  both  cost  and  schedule.  Late  last  year,  December,  I 
think  it  was,  FAA  announced  a  $1.2  billion  increase,  which  raised 
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the  cost  to  about  $5.9  billion.  More  recently,  a  candid  FAA  task 
force  said  costs  would  likely  rise  another  billion.  That  brings  the 
total  to  $7  billion,  and  to  take  you  back  in  history  a  bit,  in  1988, 
when  the  contract  was  signed,  the  estimate  then  was  a  little  over 
$4  billion.  So  it  has  gone  from  $4  billion  to  $7  billion. 

AAS  SCHEDULE 

A  projected  schedule  delay  of  about  20  months  for  the  system's 
major  component,  which  is  the  ISSS,  it  stands  for  initial  sector 
suite  system,  would  put  it  roughly  4  years  behind  schedule.  And  we 
can  get  into  the  causes  and  implications  of  all  this  in  the  Q  and 
A  if  you  wish,  but  I  want  to  just  highlight  a  couple  of  points. 

The  first  is  that  government  acceptance  of  this,  the  ISSS  compo- 
nent, ought  to  be  deferred  until  all  key  functions  are  tested  out  sat- 
isfactorily. The  current  plan  calls  for  acceptance  before  the  test  sys- 
tem is  tested  out  to  ensure  that  it  will  continuously  operate.  We 
do  not  think  we  should  be  accepting  anything  until  it  is  tested  out 
and  we  are  sure  it  will  work. 

Second,  unless  the  costs  of  this  AAS  system  are  reduced,  they 
will  crowd  out  other  modernization  projects.  A  $1.2  billion  cost  in- 
crease cannot  simply  be  absorbed.  And,  third,  it  is  likely  that  other 
AAS  phases,  like  those  dealing  with  the  terminals,  will  be  restruc- 
tured and  downsized. 

Now,  a  concern  here  is  that  in  the  process  of  restructuring  the 
AAS,  will  costs  simply  be  transferred  to  some  other  project  and 
some  other  contractor?  I  think  the  positive  is  the  attention  given 
by  the  Administrator,  Deputy  Administrator,  and  their  team.  They 
have  really  taken  AAS  in  the  last  several  months  by  the  horns.  But 
there  is  a  real  quandary  for  the  Committee  because  the  budget  re- 
quest was  prepared  at  a  time  when  FAA  thought  it  was  proceeding 
along  a  certain  course.  The  ground  shifted  and  now  you  have  to 
make  an  appropriation  decision  and  we  do  not  know  exactly  what 
AAS  will  look  like  or  how  much  it  will  cost  or  what  the  ultimate 
schedule  will  be.  So  you  are  going  to  need  a  plan  that  provides  you 
a  road  map  with  that. 

WORK  FORCE  REDUCTIONS 

I  will  move  to  work  forces.  An  overall  point  here  relates  to  work 
force  reductions.  The  downsizing  will  be  about  12  percent,  or  6,500 
people.  FAA  thinks  2,500  to  3,000  employees  may  take  advantage 
of  the  buyout  this  year.  In  fact,  2,300  have  already  elected  to  do 
so  and  if  GAO's  experience  with  the  buyout  authority  we  had  is 
any  indication,  this  will  be  quite  successful. 

There  is  an  opportunity  here,  a  good  one,  for  FAA  to  decide  on 
the  appropriate  distribution  and  mix  of  staff  amongst  its  many  fa- 
cilities. That  is  going  to  require  a  strategy  that  the  committee  will 
need  to  have  and  an  underpinning  of  that  strategy  will  require  a 
decision  about  how  many  staff  are  actually  needed  at  the  individ- 
ual facilities  and  the  appropriate  span  of  supervisory  control  over 
controllers. 

You  may  know  that  the  Vice  President  spoke  of  a  generic  1  to 
12  ratio.  On  the  controller  work  force,  it  is  often  1  to  6  or  1  to  7. 
We  are  not  sure  that  [a]  1  to  12  span  of  control  would  be  applicable 
to  the  controllers. 
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The  issue  of  how  many  ATC  staff  are  needed  by  facility  is  one 
this  committee  has  been  asking  FAA  for  years.  It  can  no  longer  be 
postponed  and  you  are  still  waiting  for  an  answer,  I  believe. 

As  FAA  reduces  the  work  force,  we  think  training  issues  will  also 
become  exponentially  more  important,  and  FAA  has  an  initiative 
under  way  to  overhaul  its  training  program.  We  think  that  is  good 
because  a  smaller,  less  experienced  work  force  is  going  to  have  to 
have  adequate  training. 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 

Let  us  move  to  the  AIP  program.  The  budget  for  that  is  pegged 
at  about  $1.7  billion.  I  think  you  all  know  that  FAA  faces  billions 
more  in  demands  for  AIP  money  than  it  can  possibly  satisfy,  even 
when  you  consider  the  passenger  facility  charge,  which  we  think 
will  generate  about  $750  million  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Well,  the  AIP  is  another  program  where  FAA  could  significantly 
improve  its  decision-making.  Some  examples:  When  FAA  directed 
airports  to  get  security  access  systems,  it  did  not  realize  exactly 
what  it  was  requiring,  nor  did  it  realize  what  the  cost  implications 
of  what  it  was  saying  would  be.  They  had  a  program  that  rose  from 
a  $170  million  estimate  to  about  a  half  billion  dollars  and  the  costs 
are  not  all  in  yet. 

Second  example.  FAA  overcommitted  AIP  funds  approved  under 
so-called  "letters  of  intent,"  and  FAA  did  not  ensure  they  were  used 
only  for  projects  that  significantly  enhanced  system-wide  airport 
capacity,  which  is  the  requirement  that  you  put  in  the  law.  We 
found  examples  where  these  LOI  funds  went  to  water  treatment 
projects  and  for  projects  at  airports  where  fewer  than  one-tenth  of 
1  percent  of  U.S.  passengers  were  enplaned  annually. 

And,  third,  in  the  case  of  AIP  set-aside  funds  for  reliever  and 
military  airports,  you  may  know  the  AIP  program  has  two  specific 
set-asides  for  those.  FAA  cannot  tell  you  what  these  projects  are 
achieving,  or  even  could  achieve  in  terms  of  their  intended  objec- 
tives, most  notably  to  relieve  congestion,  and  that  type  of  analysis 
would  help  Congress  decide  whether  reliever  and  military  airport 
funds  ought  to  be  redirected  or  the  program  tailored  down  a  bit. 

FAA  has  told  us  they  will  take  action  to  address  all  these  con- 
cerns. A  key  will  be  whether  they  follow  through. 

SECURITY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

And  finally,  I  would  like  to  mention  our  work  on  security  re- 
search and  development.  The  R&D  budget  is  about  $268  million, 
and  roughly  $36  million  of  that  is  going  to  security  research.  The 
law  following  Pan  Am  103  set  ambitious  milestones  for  the  develop- 
ment of  explosive  detection  devices  but  FAA  will  probably  need  an- 
other two  to  five  years  to  develop  a  device  that  meets  standards. 

The  research  to  develop  the  blast-resistant  luggage  containers  is 
a  lot  more  promising,  a  lot  further  along,  and  we  expect  design 
specifications  out  by  the  end  of  1994.  But  there  are  a  couple  of  is- 
sues lingering  in  the  wings  here  that  we  wanted  to  alert  the  com- 
mittee to. 

These  explosive  detection  devices  are  not  cheap.  I  will  give  you 
a  frame  of  reference.  They  may  cost  up  to  about  a  million  dollars 
apiece.  There  is  a  question  about  who  is  going  to  pay  for  these  de- 
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vices.  And  there  is  now  pending  before  the  Congress  a  bill  that  may 
be  before  you  for  a  vote  in  a  few  weeks  that  would  authorize  the 
tapping  of  the  airport  improvement  grant  funds  for  those  devices, 
and  that  prospect  would  have  big,  important  financial  implications 
for  the  AIP  program,  and  it  is  also  a  possible  shifting  of  respon- 
sibility from  the  airlines  to  the  airports. 

Regardless  of  who  is  to  pay,  though,  it  will  be  important  that 
these  devices  perform  reliably  in  an  airport  environment,  not  just 
a  laboratory.  And  we  are  not  satisfied  that  FAA's  current  testing 
philosophy  will  achieve  those  objectives,  and  certainly  the  experi- 
ence with  FAA's  modernization  program  underscores  the  impor- 
tance of  testing  out  what  we  are  buying  before  we  commit  to  a 
large  production  or  before  we  mandate  it  on  the  airlines  or  the  air- 
ports or  whomever. 

The  fact  somebody  other  than  the  Federal  Government  may  end 
up  paying  for  these  security  devices  is  irrelevant  in  our  view.  The 
issue  is  regardless  of  who  pays,  these  devices  ought  to  work  prop- 
erly and  we  will  be  glad  to  answer  any  questions,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Mead. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Mead  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  budget  and  programs.   At  just  over 
$8.8  billion,  FAA's  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  represents  a  2- 
percent  increase  over  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation.   This 
includes  $2.3  billion  for  facilities  and  equipment  (F&E) ;  $4.6 
billion  for  operations;  $1.7  billion  for  the  Airport  Improvement 
Program  (AIP) ;  and  $267  million  for  research,  engineering,  and 
development  (RE&D) .   About  $6.6  billion  will  be  charged  to  the 
Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund;  the  remaining  $2.2  billion  will  be 
charged  to  the  General  Fund.   At  these  levels,  outlays  would  exceed 
trust  fund  receipts  from  user  fees  that  are  estimated  at  under  $6 
billion  for  fiscal  year  1995.   Accordingly,  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  would  continue  the  trend  of  drawing  down  the  trust  fund 
balance . 

Against  this  financial  backdrop,  FAA  faces  significant 
challenges.   How  FAA  meets  these  challenges  will  have  profound 
effects  on  airports,  airlines,  and  the  traveling  public.   Our 
testimony  today  will  focus  on  issues  associated  with  the  air 
traffic  control  (ATC)  modernization  program,  work  force  operations 
in  a  period  of  downsizing,  the  use  of  Airport  Improvement  Program 
(AIP)  funds,  and  research  and  development  efforts  for  detecting 
explosives.   The  information  we  are  presenting  is  based  on  the 
reports  and  testimonies  we  issued  in  the  past  year,  our  ongoing 
work,  and  information  provided  by  FAA.   Our  relevant  reports  and 
testimonies  are  listed  in  appendix  III,  including  the  annual  status 
report  on  modertiization  that  we  issued  to  this  Subcommittee  last 
week.   Our  major  points  are  as  follows: 

—  In  its  ATC  modernization  program,  FAA  faces  several 
challenges  as  the  agency  tries  to  (1)  complete  long- 
standing F&E  projects  and  (2)  improve  its  acquisition 
management.   The  agency  will  have  to  address  the  cost  and 
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schedule  problems  that  the  Advanced  Automation  System 
(AAS)--FAA's  largest  acquisition--continues  to  encounter. 
Problems  and  recent  developments  affecting  AAS  will  have 
important  implications.   For  example,  completing  the  system 
as  planned  could  crowd  other  projects  out  of  the  F&E 
account  unless  AAS  costs  are  reduced  or  total  F&E  funding 
is  increased  beyond  current  levels .   Progress  this  past 
year  with  other  major  modernization  projects  was  mixed. 
FAA  met  scheduled  implementation  dates  for  two  major 
systems--the  Airport  Surface  Detection  Equipment  radar  and 
the  Mode  Select  radar — but  did  not  meet  schedules  for  two 
others--the  Air  Route  Surveillance  Radar  and  the  Terminal 
Doppler  Weather  Radar.   FAA  is  also  facing  the  challenge  of 
improving  its  management  of  acquisitions.   For  example,  we 
found  that  agency  officials  cannot  explain  how  they  rank 
sites  for  the  receipt  of  the  facilities  and  equipment  or 
how  benefit-cost  information  was  factored  into  those 
decisions . 

The  most  critical  challenges  FAA  faces  in  the  operations 
area  will  be  reducing  its  work  force  by  12  percent  (about 
6,500  employees)  and  administering  its  buyout  authority. 
In  doing  so,  FAA  must  ensure  that  the  reductions  do  not 
have  a  negative  impact  on  safety  and  do  not  drain  technical 
expertise  critical  to  its  mission.   Of  particular  note  is 
the  need  to  ensure  the  appropriate  supervisory  span  of 
control  over  controllers,  to  downsize  overstaffed  ATC 
facilities,  and  not  to  aggravate  staff  shortages  at 
understaffed  facilities.   Work  force  reductions  have 
already  becr\in,  but  the  agency  does  not  yet  have  a  strategic 
or  tactical  plcui  for  addressing  staffing  imbalcuices  and 
ensuring  the  appropriate  distribution  emd  mix  of  staff 
among  its  many  facilities. 
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FAA  faces  the  challenge  of  making  sound  investment 
decisions  for  the  AIP.   FAA  has  billions  of  dollars  more  in 
demands  for  AIP  funds  than  its  funding  levels  allow.   We 
have  reported  on  shortcomings  in  the  agency's  approach  to 
deciding  where  to  invest  scarce  funds  in  the  most  cost- 
effective  manner.   The  corrective  actions  we  have 
recommended  to  FAA  include  (1)  establishing  program  goals 
to  help  guide  FAA's  investment  decisions  and  also  act  as 
benchmarks  for  measuring  progress  and  (2)  ensuring  that  the 
AIP  letter-of-intent  funding  mechanism  is  used  only  to  fund 
projects  that  will  significantly  enhance  systemwide 
capacity,  as  required  by  statute.   FAA  officials  told  us 
that  they  plan  to  take  action  in  these  areas,  and  it  is 
important  that  the  agency  follows  through.   We  will  monitor 
FAA's  progress.   Also,  in  our  ongoing  work  on  the  set-aside 
funds  for  reliever  airports  and  the  Military  Airport 
Program,  we  have  found  that  FAA  is  not  analyzing  the  extent 
to  which  projects  are  achieving- -or  can  achieve — their 
intended  objectives,  such  as  relieving  congestion.   Such 
analysis  could  help  FAA  determine  if  the  AIP  funds  need  to 
be  redirected. 

At  the  request  of  the  Subcommittee,  we  are  examining  FAA's 
efforts  to  develop  new  equipment  to  detect  explosives. 
This  effort  consumes  about  $36  million  of  the  about  $267 
million  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  requested  RE&D  budget  and 
will  continue  at  comparable  funding  levels  for  the 
immediate  future.   Our  work  shows  that  FAA  may  need  2  to  5 
more  years  to  develop  and  approve  a  device  that  meets 
standards  for  detecting  explosives  in  checked  baggage.   The 
Congress  is  now  considering  legislation  that  would  permit 
airports  to  purchase  explosive  detection  equipment  with  AIP 
funds.   If  enacted,  this  legislation  would  represent  a 
shift  in  responsibility  from  airlines  to  airports  and  would 
have  significant  cost  implications  for  the  AIP  program. 
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Regardless  of  who  pays,  the  devices  will  need  to  work 
reliably  at  airports.   However,  we  found  that  FAA's 
approach  to  certifying  new  equipment  will  not  ensure 
reliability. 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  ACCOUNT 

FAA  is  seeking  $2,269  billion  in  F&E  funds  this  year  to 
sustain  and  modernize  the  nation's  ATC  system,  a  7-percent  increase 
over  the  fiscal  year  1994  appropriation  of  $2.12  billion.   Although 
FAA  received  large  increases  in  the  F&E  account  throughout  the 
1980s  and  early  1990s,  that  trend  has  not  continued  in  the  last  2 
years,  as  shown  in  appendix  I.   The  administration  has  proposed  an 
authorization  level  of  $2.5  billion  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997. 
It  is  becoming  clear  that  the  F&E  account  will  not  return  to  the 
high  rate  of  growth  it  had  in  prior  years. 

The  cost  and  schedule  problems  facing  FAA  with  the  AAS  are 
well  known  to  this  Subcommittee  and  the  aviation  community.   Other 
major  F&E  projects  we  report  on  each  year  have  also  experienced 
cost  and  schedule  difficulties,  as  we  have  just  reported  to  this 
Subcommittee.^  At  this  time  last  year,  FAA  planned  to  have  four 
major  systems  deployed  in  the  field:   the  Air  Route  Surveillance 
Radar  (ARSR-4) ,  the  Airport  Surface  Detection  Equipment  (ASDE-3) 
radar,  the  Mode  Select  (Mode  S)  radar,  and  the  Terminal  Doppler 
Weather  Radar  (TDWR) .^  Delays  from  problems  uncovered  in  systems 
testing  have  delayed  the  fielding  of  both  the  ARSR-4  and  the  TDWR. 
Although  most  funds  have  been  appropriated  and  obligated,  FAA  and 
aviation  system  users  must  wait  to  receive  benefits  from  these 


^Air  Traffic  Control:   Status  of  FAA's  Modernization  Program 
(GAO/RCED-94-167FS,  Apr.  15,  1994). 

*The  ARSR-4,  ASDE-3,  Mode  S,  and  TDWR  are  radars  that  will  be 
used  by  FAA  for  surveillance  or  weather  detection.   For  more 
complete  descriptions,  see  Air  Traffic  Control:   Status  of  FAA's 
Modernization  Program  (GAO/RCED-94-167FS,  Apr.  15,  1994). 
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systems.   FAA  has  implemented  the  first  Mode  S  in  Baltimore  and  the 
first  ASDE-3  in  Seattle.   Unfortunately,  such  problems  as  ghost 
images  delay  use  of  the  ASDE-3  at  other  sites. 

By  meeting  several  challenges,  FAA  can  improve  its  acquisition 
management  and  positively  impact  long-standing  F&E  projects. 

FAA  Can  Further  Improve  Its  Acquisition  Management 

Over  the  last  several  years,  FAA  has  undertaken  several 
acquisition  reform  ef forts--initiatives  such  as  requiring  mission 
need  statements  to  start  acquisitions  and  the  performance  of 
operational  testing  before  committing  to  full  production.^  We  can 
report  that  FAA  has  made  some  progress.   For  example,  in  response 
to  our  1993  report,*  FAA  has  given  greater  scrutiny  to  mission  need 
statements.   Of  31  mission  need  statement  proposals  developed  for 
the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  cycle,  11  (35  percent)  were  withdrawn 
by  program  sponsors  because  they  could  not  quantify  a  need  or 
because  the  proposals  were  a  low  priority. 

Although  FAA  has  improved  its  mission  need  statements,  our 
ongoing  work  for  this  Subcommittee  indicates  that  further 
improvements  in  its  acquisition  management  are  still  warranted. 
One  area  for  improvement  is  FAA's  decision-making  for  siting 
facilities  and  equipment.   Each  year,  FAA  is  confronted  with 
decisions  on  where  to  locate  equipment  for  systems  that  have 
already  been  developed- -such  as  instrument  landing  systems  (ILS) 
and  the  ASDE-3 --emd  decisions  on  which  terminal  facilities  should 
be  replaced.   Various  FAA  offices  ask  for  more  terminal  facilities 


^FAA  has  reported  lack  of  adequate  policies  and  procedures  for 
major  system  acquisitions  as  a  material  weakness  under  the 
Federal  Mcuiagers'  Financial  Integrity  Act. 

*Air  Traffic  Control:   Justifications  for  Capital  Investments 
Need  Strengthening  (GAO/RCED-93-55,  Jan.  14,  1993). 
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amd  equipment  funding  than  the  agency's  budgetary  resources  can 
fund.   For  example,  in  fiscal  year  1994,  FAA  funded  only  $361 
million,  or  32  percent,  of  $1.1  billion  in  internal  agency  requests 
for  terminal  facilities  and  equipment.   Sound  business  management 
practices  dictate  that  FAA  should  acquire  facilities  eind  equipment 
for  those  locations  where  it  is  most  cost-effective  to  do  so. 

In  our  ongoing  work  for  this  Subcommittee,  we  are  evaluating 
how  well  FAA  makes  these  siting  decisions.   We  found  that  agency 
officials  cannot  explain  how  they  rank  sites  for  the  receipt  of  the 
facilities  and  equipment  or  how  benefit-cost  information  was 
factored  into  those  decisions.   Moreover,  FAA  has  limited 
documentation  supporting  its  decisions.   FAA  project  sponsors — 
operational  groups  responsible  for  determining  facilities  emd 
equipment  needs--told  us  they  have  basically  divided  available 
dollars  for  terminal  projects  in  roughly  equal  measure  among  FAA's 
nine  regional  offices,  usually  resulting  in  each  region's  top 
priority  candidate  site  being  funded.   We  expect  to  report  shortly 
on  issues  relating  to  FAA's  siting  criteria. 

We  found  other  areas  for  improvement  in  FAA's  acquisition 
management,  as  discussed  below: 

—  After  2  years  of  effort,  FAA  has  not  completed  its 

acquisition  tracking  and  management  system.   As  a  result, 
FAA  acquisition  oversight  officials  were  not  able  to 
provide  us  with  a  list  of  projects  by  acquisition  phase. 
Until  this  system  is  fully  operational,  FAA  officials 
responsible  for  acquisitions  cannot  readily  analyze  a 
project's  acquisition  history  to  help  evaluate  its  status. 

--  FAA  has  not  developed  guidance  to  implement  its  revised 
acquisition  policy  order.   For  example,  guidance  for  risk 
management  plans  is  still  being  developed.   Such  pleuis. 
should  identify  the  areas  of  greatest  risk  with  a  project 
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and  allow  FAA  to  develop  an  approach  to  mitigate  those 
risks.   FAA  officials  estimate  that  it  could  take  3  more 
years  to  complete  the  various  guidance  needed  to  fully 
implement  its  new  order. 

--  FAA  has  experienced  a  high  turnover  rate  for  its  most 
senior  acquisition  executive,  who  is  charged  with 
overseeing  acquisition  policy  and  program  execution.   Since 
1990,  four  different  people  have  held  the  position  of 
Executive  Director  for  Acquisition  and  Safety  Oversight. 
Although  it  is  difficult  to  measure  the  effects  of  this 
turnover,  we  believe  that  large  and  complex  acquisitions 
such  as  the  AAS  and  the  Voice  Switching  and  Control  System 
(VSCS)  require  stable  leadership. 

--In  two  cases,  FAA  has  not  provided  the  Congress  with  the 
most  current  and  accurate  project  cost  estimates  developed 
in  the  acquisition  process.   We  found  that  the  total 
acquisition  cost  estimates  for  the  Aviation  Weather 
Products  Generator  and  the  Integrated  Terminal  Weather 
System  are  twice  the  estimates  provided  in  FAA's  budget 
justifications.   By  not  including  the  most  recent  cost 
information  in  its  budget,  FAA  may  limit  the  ability  of  the 
Congress  to  make  sound  investment  decisions. 

FAA  announced  last  week  that  George  Donohue  from  Rand  Corporation 
will  soon  join  FAA  to  evaluate  FAA's  internal  process  for  managing 
acquisitions,  systems  development,  and  new  technology.   We  look 
forward  to  the  results  of  that  evaluation. 

FAA  Can  Make  Decisions  That  Have  Positive 
Impacts  on  Lono-Standinq  F&E  Projects 

Long-standing  F&E  projects  still  constitute  a  major  share  of 
the  FScE  budget.   The  AAS  and  the  VSCS  alone  account  for  about  one- 
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third  of  this  year's  budget  request.   FAA  is  still  living  with  the 
effects  of  decisions  made  on  these  projects  in  the  1980s. 
Nevertheless,  our  work  for  this  Subcommittee  shows  that  FAA  can 
better  ensure  that  it  meets  the  needs  of  the  agency  and  users  of 
the  ATC  system  in  a  cost-effective  mamner — particularly  with  the 
AAS,  the  Microwave  Landing  System  (MLS),  and   the  VSCS. 

Advanced  Automation  System 

Over  the  years,  we  have  reported  to  the  Congress  on  the 
serious  cost  emd  schedule  difficulties  that  have  affected  the  AAS-- 
FAA's  largest  acquisition.   As  we  testified  before  the  House 
Subcommittee  on  Aviation  last  week,^  despite  several  FAA  management 
initiatives,  the  AAS  problems  continue  and,  without  corrective 
action,  may  worsen.   Last  year,  FAA  announced  a  $1.2-billion  cost 
increase,  raising  the  total  cost  of  the  AAS  project  to  $5.9 
billion,  compared  with  the  1988  estimate  of  $4.3  billion.   As  a 
result  of  the  problems  with  the  AAS,  the  agency  recently 
commissioned  several  reviews  to  support  decisions  on  the  project's 
future.   In  a  candid  report,  FAA's  AAS  Task  Force  estimates  that 
the  agency  may  need  an  additional  $1  billion  to  complete  system 
development  and  implementation.'  The  report  also  projects  a  likely 
schedule  delay  of  20  months  for  the  Initial  Sector  Suite  System 
(ISSS) ,  which  would  put  it  over  4  years  behind  schedule. 

The  cost  emd  schedule  problems  with  the  AAS  have  resulted  from 
several  technical  and  managerial  factors.   First,  FAA  and  IBM's 
development  and  implementation  plcui-- including  cost  and  schedule 
estimates--was  overly  ambitious  given  the  highly  demanding 
requirements  emd  the  complex  software  architecture  for  this  system. 


^Advanced  Automation  System:   Implications  of  Problems  and  Recent 
Changes  (GAO/T-RCED-94-188,  Apr.  13,  1994). 

'Review  of  Cost  and  Schedule  for  the  Advanced  Automation  System 
Program,  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Mar.  3,  1994. 
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Second,  FAA  did  not  provide  adequate  oversight  of  IBM's 
performance,  especially  during  the  initial  development  of  the  key 
ISSS  component.   As  a  result,  IBM's  lack  of  progress  did  not  always 
surface  in  a  timely  manner.   Third,  FAA  changed  requirements  and 
was  indecisive  in  resolving  some  issues  about  basic  requirements, 
such  as  the  format  of  new  electronic  flight  data  strips  to  be  used 
by  controllers.   In  our  opinion,  the  above  factors--not  inadequate 
funding  or  federal  procurement  or  personnel  rules,  as  contended  by 
some  proponents  of  an  ATC  corporation- -have  caused  the  problems 
with  the  AAS. 

Problems  and  recent  developments  affecting  the  AAS  will  have 
several  important  implications: 

--  First,  the  bulk  of  the  benefits  to  users  have  been  delayed 
because  of  the  schedule  extension.   These  benefits  are 
expected  mostly  from  a  new  automated  capability.  Automated 
En  Route  Air  Traffic  Control  (AERA) .   FAA  planned  to 
implement  the  AERA  in  the  last  component  of  the  AAS,  the 
Area  Control  Computer  Complex;  however,  the  agency  now 
intends  to  include  an  early  version  of  the  AERA--albeit 
limited  in  capabilities--in  the  ISSS. 

--  Second,  because  the  scope  of  the  system  has  been  reduced  as 
a  result  of  FAA's  plans  for  limited  consolidation  as  well 
as  strategic  automation,  the  agency  will  have  to  acquire 
additional  automated  systems  to  enhance  ATC  facilities  and 
airspace  that  were  expected  to  be  supported  through  the 
AAS. 

--  Third,  unless  development  costs  are  reduced  or  the  Congress 
increases  FAA's  funding,  completing  the  system  as  planned 
could  crowd  out  other  modernization  projects.   The  $1.2- 
billion  unanticipated  increase  in  AAS  funding  will  need  to 
be  absorbed  in  fiscal  years  1996  through  1999  under  the 
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project's  current  course.   If  the  cost  or  the  scope  of  the 
AAS  is  not  reduced,  the  high  annual  funding  levels  for  the 
AAS  could  crowd  out  other  modernization  projects  at  that 
time.   Newer  F&E  projects  will  be  the  most  vulnereJale  since 
contracts  will  not  be  in  place. 

—  Fourth,  if  the  20 -month  schedule  delay  for  ISSS  projected 
by  the  AAS  Task  Force  becomes  a  reality,  the  agency  may 
need  to  initiate  interim  measures --such  as  replacing,  at  a 
cost  of  $60  million,  existing  display  ch2uinel  equipment  in 
its  en-route  ATC  facilities. 

—  Fifth,  the  agency  faces  the  risk  of  additional  costs  to  fix 
the  system  if  FAA  follows  the  current  plan  to  accept  parts 
of  the  ISSS  before  all  critical  requirements  are  met. 
FAA's  current  plan  anticipates  accepting  the  ISSS  hardware 
and  software  following  testing  scheduled  for  completion  by 
November  1994.   Under  this  schedule,  key  functions --such  as 
continuous  operations --would  not  have  undergone  testing  by 
the  time  the  first  increment  of  the  ISSS  is  accepted.   As 
the  AAS  Task  Force  stated,  once  the  government  has  formally 
accepted  the  system,  it  becomes  considerably  more  difficult 
to  require  the  contractor  to  bear  responsibility  for  system 
performance.   Necessary  corrections  to  achieve  needed 
performance  are  likely  to  entail  additional  costs  to  FAA. 

The'  coming  months  will  be  critical  from  the  standpoint  of 
restructuring  FAA's  automation  progrsun.   We  have  made 
recommendations  to  ensure  that  future  investment  decisions  on  the 
AAS  are  based  on  sound  information,  meet  the  needs  of  ATC  system 
users,  and  allow  the  agency  to  use  F&E  funds  in  the  most  cost- 
effective  manner.   Specifically,  we  have  recommended  that  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  direct  the  FAA  Administrator  to 
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--  defer  governmental  acceptance  of  the  ISSS  until  all 
critical  operational  requirements  are  met  and 

—  submit  a  report  to  the  Congress,  before  the  administration 
proposes  its  fiscal  year  1996  budget  for  FAA,  that 
describes  a  comprehensive  automation  plan--including  time 
frames,  funding  levels,  emd  all  interim  euid  long-term 
actions  necessary  to  satisfy  user  needs  and  FAA's  ATC  emd 
flow  management  requirements. 

Microwave  Landing  System 

For  many  years,  FAA  planned  to  replace  all  of  its  ILSs  with 
almost  1,300  Microwave  Landing  Systems  (MLS),  at  a  cost  of  $2.6 
billion.   In  mid-1993,  FAA  decided  to  procure  only  255  Category  II 
and  III  MLSs  because  the  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS) ,  enhanced 
by  ground  equipment,  could  support  all  types  of  precision 
approaches  to  runways .   In  our  report  on  precision  landing  systems 
to  this  Sxibcommittee,  we  recommended  that  FAA  analyze  its  need  for 
precision  landing  systems  in  general  to  determine  which  system- - 
ILS,  MLS,  or  a  satellite-based  system--or  a  mix  of  systems  could 
provide  the  most  benefits  at  the  lowest  cost  to  both  FAA  and  the 
system's  users.''  FAA's  recent  actions  are  responsive  to  our 
recommendation  and  to  the  needs  of  the  aviation  community.   Because 
of  this  change,  the  total  estimated  cost  for  the  MLS  has  decreased 
by  approximately  $1.9  billion.   This  cost  reduction  will  help  save 
F&E  fxinds  in  the  long-term  and  will  help  airlines  avoid  unnecessary 
investments  in  MLS  avionics. 


''Airspace  System:   Emerging  Technologies  May  Offer  Alternatives 
to  the  Instrument  Lcmding  System  (GAO/RCED-93-33,  Nov.  13,  1992) 
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Voice  Switching  and  Control  System 

FAA  and  the  Department  of  Transportation  (DOT)  also  face  key 
decisions  on  the  $1.4-billion  VSCS.   In  early  1993,  FAA  and  the 
Department  approved  the  limited  production  of  the  first  5  of  25 
VSCSs,  including  a  system  for  the  first  field  site  in  Seattle--the 
same  first  site  FAA  has  chosen  for  the  ISSS.   The  contractor  will 
deliver  the  VSCS  in  two  phases.   The  first  will  work  with  existing 
controller  consoles;  the  first-site  implementation  is  scheduled  for 
April  1995.   During  the  second  phase,  the  contractor  will  upgrade 
the  system  to  work  with  the  ISSS. 

In  December  1993,  FAA  completed  operational  testing  at  its 
Technical  Center  of  the  most  recent  developmental  version  of  the 
VSCS.   Test  reports  stated  that  the  system  is  "potentially 
operationally  suitable"  and  recommended  a  full-production  decision 
for  VSCS  hardware.   However,  the  reports  pointed  to  several  serious 
risks,  including  immature  software,  a  backlog  of  software  problems, 
and  a  substantial  amount  of  software  that  still  needs  to  be 
integrated  and  tested- -approximately  150,000  lines  of  code. 
Additiorially,  more  VSCS  hardware  needs  to  be  tested. 

The  Department's  Transportation  Systems  Acquisition  Review 
Council  (TSARC)  met  in  March  to  assess  VSCS  readiness  for  full- 
production  of  the  remaining  20  systems.   The  TSARC  has  withheld 
authority  for  full  production  until  satisfactory  completion  of 
operational  testing  of  the  first  phase  of  the  VSCS  in  January  1995. 
However,  the  TSARC  has  allowed  FAA  to  begin  ordering  one  additional 
VSCS  per  month.   We  do  not  believe  it  is  wise  for  FAA  to  order  more 
systems  at  this  time  given  the  amount  of  work  still  needed  on  VSCS. 
If  the  contractor  continues  to  produce  additional  systems,  we 
believe  FAA  will  have  less  leverage  with  the  contractor.   This 
could  result  in  FAA's  having  to  pay  for  changes  needed  to  make  the 
system  meet  requirements.   A  more  prudent  approach  would  be  to  wait 
until  the  key  capabilities  are  proven  through  operational  testing. 
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FAA  FACES  SIGNIFICANT  CHALLENGES 
IN  STREAMLINING  ITS  OPERATIONS 

FAA's  requested  appropriations  of  $4.58  billion  for  operations 
is  cibout  the  same  as  its  fiscal  year  1994  appropriations.   The 
operations  account  funds  the  salaries,  benefits,  and  training  of 
such  FAA  work  forces  as  air  traffic  controllers,  safety  inspectors, 
and  security  personnel  (see  app.  II) .   As  a  result  of  the 
President's  initiatives  for  reforming  government  and  the  National 
Performance  Review  (NPR) ,  between  now  and  fiscal  year  1999,  FAA 
must  reduce  its  work  force  by  12  percent  (about  6,500  employees), 
its  senior  level  employees,  and  its  layers  of  management.   FAA  has 
several  initiatives  under  way  to  accomplish  these  reductions. 
These  include  streamlining  its  organizational  structure,  reducing 
the  span  of  control  by  increasing  the  employee-to-supervisor  ratio, 
imposing  a  hiring  freeze,  and  offering  voluntary  early  retirements 
with  financial  incentives  (buyouts) .   FAA  estimates  that  cibout 
2,500  employees  could  take  advantage  of  the  buyout  this  fiscal 
year. 

To  meet  the  President's  and  NPR's  goals,  FAA  had  said  that  it 
would  exclude  its  safety  work  force  from  any  reductions.   However, 
FAA  is  offering  certain  members  of  the  safety  work  forces  a 
financial  incentive  to  retire.   FAA  is  offering  financial 
incentives  to  (1)  all  first-line  controller  supervisors  and  all 
controllers  at  low-activity  towers  (level-1) ,  (2)  inspector  and 
aircraft  certification  supervisors  and  managers,  (3)  maintenance 
technician  supervisors  and  managers,  and  (4)  all  security 
employees.   FAA  excluded  controllers  at  other  than  level-1 
facilities,  inspectors,  emd  maintenance  technicians  from  the 
buyouts • 
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FAA  Must  Carefully  Assess  the  Impact  of 
Streamlining  Options  on  Its  Operations 

If  FAA  does  not  manage  release  dates  of  employees  accepting 
early  retirement  under  the  buyout  proposal,  it  could  lose  a 
disproportionate  number  of  employees  in  key  positions  and 
facilities,  and  the  loss  most  likely  would  not  be  uniform 
throughout  the  organization.   In  addition,  although  the  buyout 
could  decrease  staff  at  overstaffed  field  facilities,  it  could  also 
increase  shortages  at  understaffed  field  facilities.   On  the  basis 
of  its  staffing  standards,  FAA  already  has  staff  shortages --the 
controller  work  force  is  understaffed,  for  example,  by  1,533  at  302 
facilities,  and  the  inspector  work  force  is  understaffed  by  580  at 
65  field  offices.*  Thus,  further  reductions  could  exacerbate  an 
already  tenuous  situation.   In  addition,  FAA  plans  to  contract  out 
the  operation  of  about  100  level-1  towers--25  this  fiscal  year  and 
the  remainder  over  the  next  3  fiscal  years.   However,  FAA  has  not 
assessed  the  impact  of  allowing  the  controllers  at  such  towers  to 
retire  before  FAA  contracts  out  their  operations.   For  example,  at 
one  tower,  4  of  11  controllers  are  eligible  to  retire  this  year. 
If  they  all  retire,  the  tower  would  be  30  percent  below  its 
prescribed  staffing,  which  could  adversely  affect  its  operations. 
Overall,  18  level-1  towers  would  face  staffing  shortages  if 
eligible  controllers  retire. 

Although  FAA  has  not  established  a  specific  deadline,  the 
agency  expects  to  develop  a  strategic  and  tactical  plan  within  the 
next  few  weeks  to  address  the  staffing  shortages  that  may  result 
from  the  buyout.   This  plan  would  be  most  effective  if  it  were  to 
identify  (1)  specific  facilities  affected  by  the  reductions, 
particularly  those  that  are  critically  affected;  (2)  milestones  for 


*FAA  is  revising  its  controller  staffing  standards  and  expects  to 
significantly  reduce  the  nxomber  of  controllers  needed. 
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overcoming  staffing  shortages;  and  (3)  funding  required  to  staff 
facilities  at  their  prescribed  levels. 

Likewise,  FAA  has  initiated  a  review  of  its  inspection  emd 
certification  staff  as  part  of  its  streamlining  efforts.   FAA  has 
directed  its  nine  regional  offices  to  examine,  among  other  things, 
establishing  work  priorities  and  providing  full-service  offices  for 
inspection  euid  certification  responsibilities.   According  to  the 
Director,  Flight  Standards  Service,  the  primary  emphasis  of  the 
review  is  to  ensure  the  appropriate  mix  and  allocation  of 
inspectors.   Additionally,  the  review  will  examine  opportunities  to 
reduce  management  layers,  improve  diversity  among  the  work  force, 
improve  the  supervisor-to-employee  ratio,  and  reassign  inspection 
and  certification  responsibilities  to  other  offices.   We  recently 
reported  that  FAA  did  not  have  the  appropriate  mix  of  certification 
staff,  and  as  a  result,  the  agency  did  not  understand  the  new  and 
emerging  technologies  it  was  asked  to  certify.'  For  example,  we 
found  that  the  ratio  of  industry  software  designees  to  FAA  staff 
responsible  for  certifying  new  aircraft  software  systems  was  19  to 
1,  but  the  ratio  in  the  propulsion  area,  which  has  seen  far  less 
technological  change,  is  7  to  1.   FAA  officials  have  acknowledged 
the  need  to  improve  the  mix  of  certification  staff  and  expect  to 
develop  options  to  improve  the  inspection  and  certification  staff 
by  September  1994. 

In  addition  to  reducing  its  total  work  force,  FAA  must  also 
reduce  senior-level  employees.   In  doing  so,  FAA  plans  to  have  more 
employees  per  supervisor  (span  of  control) .   However,  FAA  has  not 
assessed  the  impact  of  changing  the  span  of  control  on  its 
operations.   For  example,  one  air  traffic  facility  reorganized  in 
early  1993  and  reduced  the  niunber  of  supervisors.   Subsequently, 


'Aircraft  Certification:   New  FAA  Approach  Needed  to  Meet 
Challenges  of  Advainced  Technology  (GAO/RCED-93-155,  Sept.  16, 
1993)  . 
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operational  errors  at  the  facility  increased  from  9  in  1992  before 
the  reorganization  to  13  in  1993  after  the  reorganization--a  44- 
percent  increase.   Although  FAA  could  not  definitively  establish  a 
cause  and  effect  relationship  between  the  increase  in  operational 
errors  and  fewer  supervisors,  it  did  cite  the  reduced  level  of 
supervision  as  a  contributing  factor  for  the  increase. 

Improved  Training  Could  Help  Minimize  Potential 
Streamlining  Consecaiences  on  FAA  Operations 

As  efforts  to  downsize  and  streamline  operations  continue,  FAA 
needs  to  improve  its  training  programs  to  ensure  that  the  smaller, 
less  experienced  work  forces  can  effectively  conduct  the  agency's 
activities .   Although  FAA  has  undertaken  ambitious  initiatives  to 
upgrade  its  training  system,  it  has  not  resolved  long-standing 
problems  with  its  training  program,  and  training  problems  continue 
to  trouble  the  FAA  work  forces . 

Since  the  mid-1980s,  FAA,  DOT'S  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General,  and  GAO  have  examined  FAA's  training  programs  and  found 
serious  problems.   The  problems  cited  in  these  reports  included  a 
fragmented  training  organization  with  poorly  defined  lines  of 
authority,  responsibility,  and  accountability;  a  lack  of  long-range 
planning  for  training  requirements  that  resulted  in  the  budget 
process  determining  training;  an  ineffective  training  curricula; 
and  a  lack  of  appropriate  training  evaluation.   On  the  basis  of 
these  findings,  in  1988  FAA  established  a  centralized  training 
office  and  developed  a  Flight  Plan  for  Training  outlining  the 
initiatives  and  projects  needed  to  improve  training  for  all  its 
work  forces. 

However,  the  Flight  Plan  has  received  limited  funding,  and 
little  progress  has  been  made  in  implementing  the  plan's  projects. 
FAA  has  spent  about  $81  million  on  the  projects,  or  29  percent  of 
the  $282  million  in  Operations  funding  FAA  initially  estimated  was 
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needed  to  complete  the  initiatives.   In  fiscal  year  1995,  FAA 
proposes  spending  about  $6.9  million  on  the  Flight  Plan 
initiatives,  a  decrease  of  over  $3.5  million,  or  34  percent,  of  the 
fiscal  year  1994  funding  for  the  Flight  Plan.   Moreover,  of  the  76 
Flight  Plan  projects,  46  are  still  ongoing,  22  have  been 
terminated,  and  only  8  have  been  completed. 

Today,  FAA  is  again  embarking  on  an  ambitious  initiative  to 
upgrade  and  modernize  its  training  system.   In  1992,  FAA  created 
the  Technical  Training  Management  System  to  devolve  responsibility 
for  managing  training  from  the  centralized  training  office  to  each 
service  organization.   The  basic  concept  under  the  new  system  is 
that  "true-need"  training,  broadly  defined  as  the  training  an 
organization  must  do  to  carry  out  its  mission,  must  be  fully  funded 
either  from  the  centralized  training  budget  or  from  the 
organization's  operations  budget.   However,  our  ongoing  work  for 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Aviation  shows  that  the  service 
organizations  have  received  little  guidance  on  how  to  implement  the 
system.   For  example,  FAA's  currently  approved  training  order  dates 
back  to  December  1974,  and  the  organizations  must  rely  on  word  of 
mouth  and  meeting  minutes  to  identify  changes  to  training  policy 
and  procedures.   As  a  result,  the  methods  for  determining  training 
requirements  vary  considerably  among  the  organizations,  widespread 
confusion  exists  within  organizations  as  to  what  constitutes  true- 
need  training,  and  the  new  system  is  still  not  fully  implemented. 
Moreover,  FAA  has  not  established  mechanisms  to  monitor  and 
evaluate  how  the  service  organizations  meet  their  training  needs 
and  how  their  training  programs  improve  operations.   Finally,  the 
centralized  funding  organization  created  to  maintain  accounts  for 
training  funds  allocated  to  each  service  lacks  the  internal  control 
procedures  to  ensure  that  only  authorized  persons  execute 
transactions.   For  example,  any  service  organization  official  can 
have  funds  trcuisf erred  between  subaccounts. 
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Despite  FAA's  initiatives  to  improve  its  training  programs, 
problems  continue.   For  example,  FAA  recently  acknowledged  that  it 
did  not  adequately  train  its  air  traffic  controllers  in  the 
operational  capabilities  of  airborne  traffic-alert  collision 
avoidance  systems.   We  recently  reported  that  FAA's  aircraft 
certification  staff  were  not  effectively  involved  in  the 
certification  process  because  FAA's  training  had  neither  kept  pace 
with  new  technological  advances  nor  provided  its  staff  with  the 
assistance  and  training  needed  to  ensure  competence  in  new 
technologies.^"   In  addition,  annual  enrollments  in  courses  between 
1991  and  1993  have  averaged  about  19  percent  below  training  quotas, 
indicating  that  FAA  cancels  many  courses  or  staff  do  not  show  up 
for  scheduled  training.   We  expect  to  report  later  this  year  on 
these  and  other  issues  affecting  FAA's  training  program. 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  ACCOUNT 

FAA's  budget  request  sets  a  $1 . 69-billion  obligation 
limitation  for  the  AIP — the  same  level  enacted  for  fiscal  year 
1994.   The  AIP  account  funds  capacity,  safety,  security,  and  noise 
mitigation  projects.   Almost  3,3  00  airports  designated  by  FAA  as 
critical  to  the  national  airport  system  are  eligible  for  AIP 
funding.   FAA  has  identified  about  $40  billion  in  development  needs 
at  these  airports  between  1990  and  1999.   These  needs  far  exceed 
available  AIP  funds  and  Passenger  Facility  Charge  revenues  that 
also  fund  airport  improvements .  ^^ 


^"Aircraft  Certification:   New  FAA  Approach  Needed  to  Meet 
Challenges  of  Advanced  Technology  (GAO/RCED-93-155,  Sept.  16, 
1993) . 

^^The  Passenger  Facility  Charge  program  was  authorized  in  1990  to 
allow  commercial  airports  the  option  of  imposing  a  per  passenger 
fee  for  eligible  airport  development  projects.   As  of  April  1994, 
FAA  estimates  that  about  160  airports  will  collect  about  $750 
million  in  Passenger  Facility  Charges  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
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Our  work  over  the  past  several  years  has  identified  ways  in 
which  FAA  could  better  ensure  that  the  AIP  funds  are  used  in  the 
most  cost-effective  manner.   In  our  FAA  budget  testimony  before 
this  Subcommittee  in  1992,  we  recommended  that  FAA  establish 
program  goals  to  help  guide  FAA's  investment  decisions  and   also  act 
as  benchmarks  for  measuring  progress.   However,  despite  its 
commitments,  including  assurances  to  this  Subcommittee  last  year, 
FAA  has  not  yet  set  goals  for  the  AIP.   Such  goals  could  provide 
focus  and  direction  for  the  AIP  and  form  a  basis  to  measure  the 
program's  accomplishments.   For  excunple,  FAA  could  set  a  goal  of 
reducing  aircraft  delays  nationally  by  50,000  hours  and  analyze  the 
potential  effect  of  various  projects  on  this  goal. 

As  we  recently  reported  to  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  on  Transportation,"  in  two  respects,  FAA  could  have 
more  effectively  managed  the  use  of  letters  of  intent  (LOI) ." 
First,  while  most  LOI  commitments  were  for  capacity  projects,  FAA 
did  not  ensure  that  LOIs  were  used  only  for  projects  that 
significantly  enhance  systemwide  airport  capacity,  as  required  by 
statute.   FAA  did  not  establish  criteria  defining  a  "significant" 
enhancement  by  which  to  evaluate  euid  approve  LOI  proposals  or  set  a 
goal  for  improving  systemwide  capacity  on  which  to  base  criteria 
for  LOIs.   As  a  result,  FAA  issued  LOIs  for  some  projects  that 
could  not  significantly  enhance  systemwide  capacity.   For  example, 
FAA  approved  LOIs  for  projects  to  construct  water  treatment 
facilities  and  access  roads  at  two  major  airports  and  for  projects 


"Airport  Improvement  Proqreun;   Better  Management  Needed  for 
Funds  Provided  Under  Letters  of  Intent  (GAO/RCED-94-100,  Feb.  2, 
1994)  . 

^'FAA  Ccui  provide  AIP  funds  under  either  grants  or  letters  of 
intent.   LOIs  provide  attractive  options  not  available  with 
grants,  such  as  the  eQjility  to  draw  multiyear  funding  from  all 
three  of  the  program's  funding  categories  (entitlement,  set- 
aside,  and  discretionary  funds)  and  to  schedule  disbursements 
beyond  the  program's  current  authorization  period.   LOIs  can  only 
be  issued  for  projects  at  primary  emd  reliever  airports. 
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at  eight  small  primary  airports  where  fewer  that  one-tenth  of  1 
percent  of  all  U.S.  passengers  are  enplaned  annually.   We 
recommended  that  FAA  set  a  goal  for  improving  systemwide  capacity 
and  a  definition  of  significant  capacity  enhancement  in  relation  to 
this  goal  and  analyze  projects  proposed  for  LOIs  against  this  goal 
and  definition. 

Second,  while  FAA  carried  out  the  statutory  planning 
requirement,  the  agency  made  incorrect  ass\amptions  about  the  AIP's 
future  funding  levels.   Under  the  planning  requirement,  FAA  set 
goals  to  ensure  that  a  reasonable  level  of  discretionary  funds 
would  be  available  for  other  airport  needs  after  meeting  LOI 
commitments.   In  1992,  FAA  determined  that  LOI  commitments  should 
be  limited  to  half  of  the  AIP  discretionary  funds  available  for 
LOIs  at  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year.   FAA  met  this  goal  in 
fiscal  years  1992  and  1993.   However,  the  agency  may  not  meet  its 
goal  in  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995.   The  discretionary  funds 
available  for  LOI  disbursements  at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
decreased  from  fiscal  year  1992  to  fiscal  year  1993  and  may 
decrease  further.   At  the  same  time,  the  commitments  under  LOIs  are 
at  a  higher  level.   Under  these  circumstances,  fewer  funds  are 
available  for  projects  not  funded  with  LOIs  than  FAA  had 
anticipated.   We  recommended  that  FAA  plan  LOI  funding  commitments 
for  each  fiscal  year  on  the  basis  of  more  conservative  assumptions 
about  future  discretionary  funding  levels  in  the  AIP. 

Our  ongoing  work  for  the  Senate  Appropriations  Subcommittee 
indicates  that  FAA  has  not  assessed  whether  the  set-asides  for 
reliever  airports  and  the  Military  Airport  Program  are  having  their 
intended  effects  or  can  meet  their  respective  objectives.   Such 
analysis  could  help  FAA  determine  if  the  AIP  funds  need  to  be 
redirected.   FAA  has  provided  about  $1.5  billion  in  AIP  funds  to 
291  reliever  airports  since  1982,  but  it  does  not  know  the  extent 
to  which  this  investment  has  alleviated--or  can  alleviate-- 
congestion  at  larger  commercial  service  airports.   Also,  FAA  has 
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not  determined  how  over  $96  million  in  Military  Airport  Progreun 
funds  will  enhance  capacity  in  major  metropolitan  areas  by 
assisting  in  the  conversion  of  selected  airports  to  civilian  use. 
We  plan  to  report  on  FAA's  management  of  these  set-asides  later 
this  year. 

In  our  ongoing  work  for  this  Subcommittee,  we  also  found  that 
FAA  did  not  ensure  the  cost-effective  use  of  AIP  funds  for  airport 
access  control  security  systems."  FAA  did  not  establish 
guidelines  to  encourage  airports  to  install  the  most  cost-effective 
system  or  a  ceiling  on  the  amount  of  AIP  funds  that  airports  could 
receive.   As  a  result,  costs  far  exceeded  the  original  FAA 
estimates  that  these  systems  at  270  airports  would  cost  about  $170 
million.   As  of  April  1994,  FAA  estimates  that  these  systems  have 
cost  about  $480  million,  including  about  $250  million  in  AIP  funds. 
Costs  have  varied  widely  across  comparable  airports.   For  example, 
Hartsfield  Atlanta  Airport  installed  access  control  systems  costing 
$1.6  million,  of  which  over  $0.4  million  was  AIP- funded.   In 
contrast,  Chicago  O'Hare  Airport  installed  systems  costing  about 
$45  million,  including  $29  million  in  AIP  funds.   Although  most 
airports  have  completed  system  installation,  many  will  begin  to 
assume  costs  to  upgrade  or  replace  their  systems  over  the  next  few 
years.   These  costs  are  eligible  for  AIP  funding.   We  intend  to 
report  soon  on  how  to  achieve  a  more  cost-effective  approach  to 
access  control  systems. 

According  to  FAA  officials,  over  the  next  year,  FAA  plans  to 
take  several  actions  to  better  manage  the  AIP.  Specifically,  FAA 
plans  to  (1)  establish  program  goals,  (2)  perform  cost-benefit 
emalysis  on  capacity  projects  proposed  for  $10  million  or  more  in 
funding,  (3)  perform  analysis  to  determine  the  systemwide  effects 
of  projects  proposed  for  LOIs  on  aircraft  delays,  (4)  monitor 


"These  airport  access  control  systems  are  required  under  14 
C.F.R.  Section  107.14  that  beceune  effective  in  February  1989, 
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investment  decisions  across  regions  to  ensure  consistent 
application  of  its  priority  system  for  funding  projects,  and  (5) 
analyze  and  report  on  how  investments  have  met  program  goals . 
However,  it  is  important  that  FAA  follow  through  with  its  plans. 
We  will  monitor  FAA's  progress  in  implementing  its  planned  program 
changes . 

FAA'S  SECURITY  RESEARCH  EFFORTS  HAVE 
NOT  MET  CONGRESSIONAL  EXPECTATIONS 

FAA's  RE&D  Program  plays  an  important  role  in  ensuring  the 
safety,  security,  and  efficiency  of  the  U.S.  transport  system.   FAA 
is  requesting  about  $267  million  in  fiscal  year  1995--an  increase 
of  about  5  percent  from  the  level  enacted  last  year.   FAA's  RE&D 
budget  funds  such  regulatory  issues  as  aircraft  safety  and 
explosives  detection  as  well  as  aging  aircraft,  fire  safety,  human 
factors  research,  and  efforts  to  refine  and  develop  ATC  technology. 
FAA  allocates  about  40  percent  of  the  RE&D  budget  to  regulatory  and 
60  percent  to  ATC  research. 

At  the  request  of  this  Subcommittee,  we  are  assessing  FAA's 
security  research  program,  particularly  the  development  of  new 
explosive  detection  equipment.   The  Aviation  Security  Improvement 
Act  of  1990  directed  FAA  to  support  the  acceleration  of  efforts  to 
develop  new  explosive  detection  technology  and  have  new  equipment 
in  place  by  November  1993 .   We  recently  provided  this  Subcommittee 
with  a  report  on  FAA's  progress  in  responding  to  other  key 
provisions  of  the  act.^^  FAA  is  requesting  $3  6  million  for 
security  research  in  fiscal  year  1995- -about  the  same  as  last 
year's  enacted  level. 


^^Aviation  Security:   Additional  Actions  Needed  to  Meet  Domestic 
and  International  Challenges  (GAO/RCED-94-38,  Jan.  27,  1994). 

22 


443 

since  the  Pan  Am  tragedy  more  than  5  years  ago,  FAA  has  made 
little  progress  in  developing  new  security  technology.   However,  to 
meet  the  act's  goals,  FAA  will  need  to  conduct  research  at 
comparable  funding  levels  into  the  foreseeable  future.   FAA  has 
efforts  under  way  to  improve  the  screening  of  carry-on  and  checked 
baggage,  passengers,  and  electrical  devices  and  to  enhance  aircraft 
survivability.   According  to  FAA's  Aviation  Security  Research  and 
Development  Scientific  Advisory  Panel,  it  may  be  another  2  to  5 
years  before  FAA  develops  and  approves  em  explosive  detection 
device  that  can  meet  FAA's  requirements  for  checked  baggage. 
Advanced  X-ray,  the  most  promising  technology,  borrows  heavily  from 
advances  made  in  the  medical  field,  but  such  other  technologies  as 
trace  and  nuclear  do  not  appear  promising  for  screening  checked 
baggage.   However,  FAA  officials  point  out  that  nuclear  devices — 
like  the  thermal  neutron  analysis  device- -remain  as  good  as  any 
other  technology  for  detecting  a  wide  range  of  explosives  and  may 
offer  longer-term  potential  for  screening  cargo. 

The  most  promising  research  effort  to  date  is  the  development 
of  blast-resistant  luggage  containers  to  improve  aircraft 
survivability.   FAA  expects  to  approve  design  specifications  for 
the  containers  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994.   We  testified  last 
year  that  the  airline  industry  has  concerns  about  the  cost,  weight, 
and  durability  of  the  new  containers."  These  concerns  still 
exist,  but  FAA  is  optimistic  that  the  new  containers  can  be  made 
competitive  in  terms  of  cost,  weight,  and  durability  with  aluminum 
ones  currently  in  use. 

Last  year  legislation  was  introduced  in  the  Congress  that 
would  clarify  the  use  of  AIP  grant  funds  for  airports  to  purchase 
explosive  detection  devices.   Several  issues  need  to  be  resolved 
before  federal  funds  are  used  for  this  purpose.   For  example,  if 


"FAA  Budget:   Important  Challenges  Affecting  Aviation  Safety, 
Capacity,  and  Efficiency  (GAO/T-RCED-93-33 ,  Apr.  26,  1993). 
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enacted,  this  legislation  would  shift  responsibility  for  screening 
passengers  and  their  baggage  from  airlines  to  airports.   FAA 
officials  told  us  that  airlines  would  have  to  enter  into  agreements 
to  use  the  equipment  while  maintaining  the  responsibility  for 
screening  passengers  and  bags.   In  addition,  because  FAA  has  not 
analyzed  the  cost  of  new  explosive  detection  equipment,  the  impact 
on  the  AIP  is  unknown. 

In  the  longer  term,  as  FAA  and  the  industry  move  to  implement 
new  explosive  detection  technology,  the  cost  and  funding  of  the 
devices  will  take  on  increasing  importance.   Currently,  neither  FAA 
nor  the  industry  has  information  on  the  acquisition  and  life-cycle 
costs  associated  with  implementing  the  new  technology.   Industry 
estimates  that  new  devices  could  cost  between  $250,000  and  $1 
million  each;  FAA's  most  promising  device  is  estimated  to  cost 
about  $800,000.   Because  devices  will  have  to  be  used  in 
combination  to  meet  FAA's  requirements  for  screening  checked 
baggage,  airlines'  costs  to  purchase  new  detection  equipment  could 
skyrocket.   FAA,  DOT,  and  airline  officials  with  whom  we  spoke 
believe  that  federal  funds  will  be  needed  to  speed  the  introduction 
of  this  technology.   Regardless  of  who  will  pay,  the  devices  must 
work  reliably  at  airports. 

However,  we  found  serious  shortcomings  in  FAA's  process  for 
approving  new  explosive  detection  equipment  for  industry  use.   For 
example,  FAA  does  not  plan  to  test  new  equipment  at  airports  as 
part  of  the  certification  process  but  instead  intends  to  rely  on 
contractor  and  laboratory  tests  to  determine  the  performance  of  new 
equipment.   In  addition,  FAA  has  not  developed  reliability 
standards  for  the  new  equipment,  even  though  the  reliability  of  the 
devices  can  have  significant  impacts  on  airlines'  operations.   FAA 
could  approve  a  system  without  knowing  how  frequently  it  will  break 
down.   FAA  officials  believe  that  such  operational  issues  as 
maintainability,  reliability,  and  compatibility  are  economic  trade- 
offs that  only  the  airlines  can  make.   Later  this  year,  we  expect 
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to  provide  this  Subcommittee  with  a  report  detailing  these  and 
other  issues  related  to  FAA's  efforts  to  develop  new  explosive 
detection  technology. 


FAA  is  at  a  pivotal  point  because  of  the  convergence  of 
several  key  challenges.   First,  FAA  faces  the  prospect  of  almost 
no-growth  budgets  for  the  foreseeable  future.   In  addition,  current 
trust  fund  revenues  are  less  than  outlays  for  FAA's  budget  and  it 
is  important  that  FAA  operate  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner 
within  available  funds. 

Second,  FAA  needs  to  make  key  decisions  on  restructuring  the 
AAS  and  cannot  afford  to  permit  acquisition  reform  efforts  to  slip. 
A  major  problem  with  the  AAS  as  well  as  with  other  components  of 
the  modernization  effort  has  been  inadequate  management  oversight 
at  various  project  phases.   And  it  would  be  a  misconception  to 
point  to  funding  levels  and  procurement  or  personnel  rules  as  a 
cause  of  the  modernization  program's  problems. 

Third,  FAA  must  downsize  its  work  force  consistent  with  a 
strategy  for  ensuring  the  appropriate  distribution  and  mix  of  staff 
among  its  facilities.   This  is  a  good  opportunity  to  downsize 
overstaffed  facilities,  address  imbalances  at  the  understaffed 
facilities,  and  make  any  appropriate  adjustments  in  the  mix  of 
FAA's  various  work  forces. 

Fourth,  we  have  identified  significant  targets  of  opportunity 
for  FAA  to  make  more  cost-effective  decisions  when  investing  AIP 
funds.   FAA  plans  to  take  several  actions  that  address  our 
recommendations  eind  now  must  follow  through  to  implement  them. 
And  finally,  in  the  security  research  emd  development  program,  FAA 
needs  to  give  memagement  attention  to  how  new  security  devices  will 
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be  tested  to  ensure  they  work  reliably  and  in  assessing  the  cost 
implications  of  fielding  these  new  technologies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  our  testimony.   We  will  be 
pleased  to  respond  to  any  questions  you  or  other  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee  may  have. 
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F&E  APPROPRIATIONS  HAVE  INCREASED  SIGNIFICANTLY 
BUT  ARE  NOW  LEVELING  OFF 


As  indicated  in  figure  1,  FAA's  F&E  appropriations  have 
increased  significantly  since  fiscal  year  1987;  however,  the  F&E 
appropriation  decreased  in  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994.   In  constant 
1994  dollars  (calculated  to  remove  the  effect  of  inflation) ,  the 
Congress  has  increased  the  F&E  appropriation  at  an  average  annual 
rate  of  21  percent  since  the  early  days  of  the  modernization 
program  in  1982.   The  F&E  appropriation  increased  sharply  between 
fiscal  years  1982  and  1985.   After  a  decline  in  fiscal  years  1986 
euid  1987,  the  F&E  appropriation  again  rose  sharply--increasing  at 
an  inflation-adjusted  average  annual  rate  of  11  percent  between 
fiscal  years  1987  and  1994,  despite  an  average  annual  decline  of  8 
percent  during  the  last  2  years. 


Figure  1 : 
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FULL-TIME  EMPLOYMENT  OF  FAA'S  WORK  FORCES 
AT  THE  END  OF  FISCAL  YEARS  1986-95 
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work  force 

Aviation 

security 

work  force 

Total 

1986 

14,803 

8,306 

1,813 

684 

379 

25,985 

1987 

15,433 

8,667 

1,939 

720 

404 

27,163 

1988 

16,436 

8,646 

2,093 

733 

478 

28,386 

1989 

16,832 

8,687 

2,311 

751 

511 

29,092 

1990 

17,226 

8,904 

2,577 

806 

627 

30,140 

1991 

17,721 

8,994 

2,487 

854 

810 

30,866 

1992 

17,982 

8,995 

2,582 

837 

852 

31,248 

1993 

17,688 

8,756 

2,423 

845 

831 

30,543 

1994* 

17,523 

8,348 

2,370 

826 

812 

29,879 

1995* 

17,300 

8,200 

2,568 

900 

812 

29,780 

'Estimated. 

Source:   Compiled  by  GAO  from  FAA's  data. 
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RELATED  GAP  PRODUCTS 

Air  Traffic  Control:   Status  of  FAA's  Modernization  Program 
{GAO/RCED-94-167FS,  Apr.  15,  1994). 

Advanced  Automation  System:   Implications  of  Problems  ctnd  Recent 
Changes  (GAO/T-RCED-94-188,  Apr.  13,  1994). 

Aviation  Safety:   FAA  and  the  State  Department  Can  Better  Manage 
Foreign  Enforcement  Cases  (GAO/RCED-94-87,  Mar.  17,  1994). 

Transportation  Safety:   Opportunities  for  Enhancing  Safety  Across 
Modes  (GAO/T-RCED-94-120,  Feb.  10,  1994). 

Airport  Improvement  Program:   Better  Management  Needed  for  Funds 
Provided  Under  Letters  of  Intent  (GAO/RCED-94-100,  Feb.  2,  1994) . 

Aviation  Security:   Additional  Actions  Needed  to  Meet  Domestic  and 
International  Challenges  (GAO/RCED-94-38,  Jan.  27,  1994) . 

Aviation  Safety:   FAA  Can  Better  Prepare  General  Aviation  Pilots 
for  Mountain  Flying  Risks  (GAO/RCED-94-15,  Dec.  9,  1993) . 

Aircraft  Certification:   FAA  Can  Better  Meet  Challenges  Posed  by 
Advances  in  Aircraft  Technologies  (GAO/T-RCED-94-53,  Oct.  20, 
1993)  . 

Airport  Improvement  Program:   Allocation  of  Funds  from  1982  to  1992 
(GAO/RCED-94-14FS,  Oct.  19,  1993). 

Airport  Improvement  Program:   Program  Funding  by  State  Relative  to 
Enplanements  for  Selected  Years  (GAO/RCED-94-7FS,  Oct.  12,  1993). 

FAA  Reauthorization:   Opportunity  Exists  to  Address  Safety, 
Capacity,  and  Efficiency  Issues  (GAO/T-RCED-93-75,  Sept.  28,  1993). 

Aircraft  Certification:   New  FAA  Approach  Needed  to  Meet  Challenges 
of  Advanced  Technology  (GAO/RCED-93-155,  Sept.  16,  1993). 

Aviation  Research:   Issues  Related  to  FAA's  Research  Activities 
(GAO/T-RCED-93-68,  July  29,  1993). 

FAA  Work  Forces:   Important  Decisions  Affecting  Staff  Use  and 
Management  (GAO/T-RCED-93-59,  June  30,  1993). 

Airport  Improvement  Program:   Opportunity  to  Consider  FAA's  Role  in 
Meeting  Airport  System  Needs  (GAO/T-RCED-93-43 ,  May  26,  1993). 

Aviation  Research:   Actions  to  Enhance  the  Effectiveness  of  FAA's 
Research  Activities  {GAO/T-RCED-93-40,  May  20,  1993) . 
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Air  Traffic  Control:   ImT3rovements  Needed  in  FAA's  Management  of 
Acquisitions  (GAO/T-RCED-93-36,  May  5,  1993). 

FAA  Budget:   Important  Challenges  Affecting  Aviation  Safety, 
Capacity,  and  Efficiency  (GAO/T-RCED-93-33,  Apr.  26,  1993). 

Air  Traffic  Control:   Uncertainties  and  Challenges  Face  FAA's 
Advanced  Automation  System  {GAO/T-RCED-93-20,  Apr.  19,  1993). 

Air  Traffic  Control:   Status  of  FAA's  Modernization  Program 
(GAO/RCED-93-121FS,  Apr.  16,  1993). 

Air  Traffic  Control:   Advanced  Automation  System  Problems  Need  to 
Be  Addressed  (GAO/T-RCED-93-15,  Mar.  10,  1993). 

Air  Traffic  Control:   Justifications  for  Capital  Investments  Need 
Strengthening  (GAO/RCED-93-55,  Jan.  14,  1993). 

Aviation  Safety:   Increased  Oversight  of  Foreign  Carriers  Needed 
(GAO/RCED-93-42,  Nov.  20,  1992). 

Airspace  System:   Emerging  Technologies  May  Offer  Alternatives  to 
the  Instrument  Landing  System  (GAO/RCED-93-33 ,  Nov.  13,  1992). 

Air  Traffic  Control:   Advanced  Automation  System  Still  Vulnerc±>le 
to  Cost  and  Schedule  Problems  {GAO/RCED-92-264,  Sept.  18,  1992). 

FAA  Budget:   Key  Issues  Need  to  Be  Addressed  (GAO/T-RCED-92-51, 
Apr.  6,  1992) . 

Aviation  Safety:   Commuter  Airline  Safety  Would  Be  Enhanced  With 
Better  FAA  Oversight  (GAO/T-RCED-92-40,  Mar.  17,  1992)  . 

Aviation  Research:   Progress  Has  Been  Made  but  Several  Factors  Will 
Affect  Program  Success  (GAO/T-RCED-92-39 ,  Mar.  10,  1992) . 

Air  Traffic  Control;   Challenges  Facing  FAA's  Modernization  Program 
(GAO/T-RCED-92-34,  Mar.  3,  1992). 

Aviation  Safety:   Better  Oversight  Would  Reduce  the  Risk  of  Air 
Taxi  Accidents  (GAO/T-RCED-92-27 ,  Feb.  25,  1992). 

Airport  Development :   Improvement  Needed  in  Federal  Planning 
(GAO/T-RCED-92-3  0,  Feb.  19,  1992). 

Aviation  Safety:   FAA  Needs  to  More  Aggressively  Manage  Its 
Inspection  Program  (GAO/T-RCED-92-25,  Feb.  6,  1992) . 

Aviation  Safety;   Air  Taxis--The  Most  Accident -Prone  Airlines--Need 
Better  Oversight  (GAO/RCED-92-60,  Jan.  21,  1992). 
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Aviation  Safety;   Problems  Persist  in  FAA's  Inspection  Proareun 
(GAO/RCED-92-14,  Nov.  20,  1991). 

FAA  Staffing;   Better  Strategy  Needed  to  Ensure  Facilities  Are 
Properly  Staffed  (GAO/T-RCED-92-8,  Oct.  16,  1991). 

Air  Traffic  Control ;   FAA  Can  Better  Forecast  emd  Prevent  Equipment 
Failures  (GAO/RCED-91-179,  Aug.  2,  1991). 

Aviation  Acquisition:   Further  Changes  Needed  in  FAA's  Management 
and  Budgeting  Practices  (GAO/RCED-91-159,  July  29,  1991). 

Air  Traffic  Control;   The  Interim  Support  Plan  Does  Not  Meet  FAA's 
Needs  (GAO/RCED-90-213 ,  Sept.  11,  1990). 

Air  Traffic  Control :   Continuing  Delays  Anticipated  for  the 
Advanced  Automation  System  (GAO/IMTEC-90-63,  July  18,  1990). 


(341424) 
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ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  You  point  out  that  we  face  very  serious  challenges. 
Not  only  the  FAA  faces  serious  challenges,  but  we  face  a  very  seri- 
ous challenge  in  putting  together  this  year's  appropriations  re- 
quest. 

You  talked  about  the  first  phase  of  AAS  being  delayed  another 
20  months.  The  contractor,  not  before  us  but  before  another  Com- 
mittee, said  they  thought  they  could  deliver  the  system  with  only 
a  seven  month  delay.  Have  you  had  a  chance  to  try  to  evaluate 
what  the  contractor's  recent  statements  are  and  get  some  feel  for 
why  the  contractor  seems  so  much  more  optimistic  than  your  as- 
sessment? 

Mr.  Mead.  In  some  respects,  we  have.  As  was  noted  just  last 
week,  in  testimony  before  the  House  Public  Works  Committee,  we 
would  not  take  that  estimate  to  the  bank.  Basically,  October  1996 
was  the  scheduled  operational  date  for  ISSS,  the  major  component, 
before  all  these  revelations.  The  FAA  task  force  estimated  a  50-50 
chance  of  making  it  within  20  months  of  that  date.  Now,  Loral  is 
saying,  well,  it  could  be  seven  months  of  that  date.  Perhaps  some 
numbers  would  put  in  context  why  I  have  some  reservations  about 
that  date  and  some  serious  reservations. 

The  software  volatility  in  this  system,  and  that  term  refers  to 
how  many  times  you  have  to  rewrite  lines  of  code,  was  estimated 
to  be  about  40  percent.  It  is  really  100  percent.  There  were  very 
recently  about  2,000  PTRs,  so  called  program  trouble  reports,  with 
the  software.  IBM  said  800  of  them  were  critical.  FAA  was  saying 
400  of  them  were  critical.  We  think  the  load  would  be  quite  a  bit 
to  meet  that  date  as  estimated  by  the  contractor. 

Anybody  else  want  to  say  anything? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  also  note  that  while  I  think  that  date  is 
very  ambitious,  one  positive  feature  of  what  Loral  is  recommend- 
ing, we  think  it  is  positive,  is  to  get  the  system  tested  out  by  users 
sooner  than  would  otherwise  have  been  the  case. 

Mr.  Carr.  Off  the  record  for  a  minute. 

[Discussion  off  the  record.] 

Mr.  Carr.  I  apologize  for  this  interruption,  but  maybe  it  will  be 
useful  for  people  who  are  in  the  audience  to  know  that  we  intend 
to  go  until  12:30  today  and  break  for  about  an  hour  and  we  will 
come  back  at  about  1:30  and  then  we  will  go  until  about  3:00, 
maybe  no  later  than  3:30  today  so  that  people  might  be  able  to 
plan  their  day  a  little  better. 

All  of  that,  of  course,  is  subject  to  some  votes  that  we  might 
have,  and  if  we  get  a  journal  vote  around  noon,  we  will  not  come 
back  until  about  1:30,  then. 

ATC  CORPORATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  back  to  the  topic  at  hand.  Mr.  Mead,  I  am  anx- 
ious to  put  on  the  record,  not  that  I  would  agree  with  you  in  this 
particular  matter,  and  I  generally  agree  with  you.  You  state  on 
page  9,  "In  our  opinion,  the  above  factors — not  inadequate  funding 
or  Federal  procurement  or  personnel  rules,  as  contended  by  some 
proponents  of  an  ATC  corporation — have  caused  problems  with  the 
AAS." 
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The  Secretary,  in  a  Roll  Call  article  entitled,  "The  Case  For  An 
Air  Traffic  Control  Corporation,"  wrote,  and  I  am  quoting,  "This 
case  alone  provides,"  and  we  are  talking  about  AAS  again,  'This 
case  alone  provides  powerful  evidence  that  reform  of  the  ATC  pro- 
curement system  is  long  overdue." 

Now,  your  statement  is  somewhat  to  the  contrary.  This  is  a  little 
off  the  subject,  because  I  hope  to  ask  the  Administrator  some  ques- 
tions about  the  proposal  for  an  ATC  corporation,  and  indeed  I  am 
of  an  open  mind  about  it.  I  can  see  some  great  virtues  in  an  ATC 
corporation,  and  my  own  sense  is  that  perhaps  a  corporation  could 
do  a  better  job  in  procurement  than  the  cost  plus  government  envi- 
ronment. 

You  wrote  this  in  the  report  and  I  know  from  previous  conversa- 
tions that  you  may  not  be  as  enthusiastic  about  an  ATC  corpora- 
tion as  some  in  the  administration,  but  what  lessons  are  there  here 
for  that  issue? 

Mr.  Mead.  We  do  not  intend  our  testimony  as  an  exposition  on 
the  merits  or  demerits  of  an  air  traffic  control  corporation,  but  we 
do  feel  compelled  to  point  out  that  the  problems  with  the  advanced 
automation  system,  which  is  the  centerpiece  of  this  modernization 
program,  are  not  caused  by  procurement  rules  or  the  funding  deci- 
sions of  this  committee,  which  are  two  of  the  problems  that  are 
cited  as  the  reasons  for  going  to  an  air  traffic  control  corporation. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  could  make  a  good  case  that  you  have  given 
too  much  money  to  the  AAS  program,  and  I  don't  see  how  the  soft- 
ware problems  being  experienced  or  the  lack  of  oversight  by  man- 
agement can  be  attributed  or  linked  to  the  fact  that  the  FAA  is  not 
a  corporation  like  Amtrak. 

And,  in  addition,  the  software  problems  being  experienced  here 
are  not  just  those  being  experienced  by  a  government  agency,  they 
are  being  experienced  by  some  of  the  most  prestigious  corporations 
in  the  world  and  we  think  it  is  somewhat  of  a  distraction  to  point 
to  procurement  rules  or  funding  decisions  of  this  committee  or  per- 
sonnel rules  as  explaining  why  we  are  in  the  fix  we  are  in  with  the 
advanced  automation  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  you  had  to  capsulize  it  in  a  few  words,  what  would 
you  say  it  is? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  would  say  you  had  an  extremely  ambitious  project 
in  the  beginning  that  was  more  of  a  concept  than  a  specific  plan; 
that  the  management  oversight  of  this  has  been  sporadic,  different 
people,  different  administrators,  enormous  turnover  at  the  adminis- 
trator, at  the  helm.  Those  are  the  two  big  factors  I  would  point  to. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  any  personal  opinions  about  the  ATC  cor- 
poration proposal? 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Good.  Next  question.  [Laughter] 

Mr.  Mead.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  sense  the  same  frustra- 
tion that  probably  everybody  in  this  room  on  the  dais  and  the  audi- 
ence feel  about  FAA  and  the  problems  there.  And  I  think  that  part 
of  the  ATC  corporation  idea  has  blossomed  out  of  this  extreme 
sense  of  frustration. 

But  we  also  oversee  outfits  like  Amtrak.  Amtrak  is  not  a  paragon 
of  what  you  would  like  to  see  the  ATC  corporation  look  like.  Yet 
Amtrak  is  free  largely  of  Federal  personnel  rules;  they  are  free  of 
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Federal  procurement  rules  and  they  can  go  out  into  the  private 
markets  and  borrow.  The  fact  is  that  this  subcommittee  ends  up 
paying  back  those  borrowings,  with  interest  sometimes.  So  I  think 
it  needs  to  be  very  carefully  scrutinized  as  to  whether  it  is  the  an- 
swer to  all  the  problems. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  my  interest  in  the  ATC  corporation  has  really 
nothing  to  do  with  the  AAS  problem.  I  just  think  we  ought  to  look 
at  it.  We  ought  to  look  at  the  ATC  corporation  and  give  it  a  fair 
shot,  not  really  in  the  context  of  AAS,  and  I  think  it  is  unfair  to 
link  the  two. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Secretary  did  not  sit  up  late  at  night  writing 
that  article  in  Roll  Call,  and  I  am  sure  it  was  drafted  by  someone 
else  and  it  undoubtedly  reflects  his  thoughts,  but  I  am  not  really 
sure  that  the  Secretary  sees,  or  the  Vice  President  for  that  matter, 
sees  the  need  for  an  ATC  corporation  to  be  in  response  to  an  AAS 
problem.  I  think  there  is  a  bigger  picture  going  on  there. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  should  point  out  also  that  the  procurement  rules  are 
in  need  of  reform.  But  I  think  a  lot  of  Federal  agencies  face  that 
case.  It  is  just  more  magnified  at  FAA  because  they  are  so  oper- 
ational. And  the  same  goes  for  personnel  rules. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  have  some  more  questions  but  I  want  to  give 
my  colleagues  an  opportunity  to  ask  some. 

Who  showed  up  first  here?  Mr.  Price. 

Mr.  Price.  Let  me  pass  for  just  a  moment,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
if  you  would  come  back  to  me,  please, 

Mr,  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman. 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  don't  have  any  questions.  I  am  still  going 
through  the  report.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf, 

WORK  FORCE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  Mr,  Mead,  welcome. 
I  guess  I  should  ask  you  a  couple  questions. 

I  went  through  your  testimony  quickly  and  on  page  2  you  say, 
the  most  critical  challenges  FAA  faces  in  the  operations  area  will 
be  reducing  its  work  force  by  12  percent,  and  then  you  talk  about 
a  negative  impact  on  safety. 

Then,  on  page  13,  you  say  FAA  is  offering  certain  members  of  the 
safety  work  forces  a  financial  incentive  to  retire,  FAA  is  offering  fi- 
nancial incentives  to  all  first-line  controller  supervisors  and  all  con- 
trollers at  low-activity  towers. 

Then  you  say,  on  the  basis  of  its  staffing,  on  page  14,  of  its  staff- 
ing standards,  FAA  already  has  staff  shortages.  The  controller 
work  force  is  understaffed,  for  example,  by  1,533. 

Do  you  want  to  elaborate  a  little  on  that?  I  think  a  lot  of  this 
reinventing  government  is  sort  of  a — you  know,  the  buyout  money, 
they  have  spent  the  savings  from  the  buyout  three  different  times. 
It  has  been  "spent"  for  building  new  prisons,  defense,  and  the  defi- 
cit. My  sense  is  it  is  targeting  a  group  of  people  that  are  probably 
the  backbone  of  the  government. 

Do  you  want  to  comment  a  little  about  that  and  what  you  think 
the  FAA  has  to  do  with  regard  to  that  buyout?  I  think  every  agency 
feels  they  have  to  kind  of  get  with  the  program. 
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Mr.  Mead.  We  think  it  is  an  opportunity  for  FAA  to  manage 
properly,  and 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  is  it  an  opportunity? 

Mr.  Mead.  It  is  an  opportunity  for  them  to  clear  up  a  lot  of  im- 
balances between  work  forces.  For  example,  there  are  overstaffed 
facilities  and  there  are  understaffed  facilities.  And  what  we  are  al- 
luding to  here  is  in  the  process  of  doing  this  downsizing,  it  is  im- 
portant that  FAA  make  sure  that  it  has  the  right  number  of  people 
at  each  facility  and  that  they  have  the  right  number  of  supervisors. 

And  this  committee  has  asked  FAA,  I  believe  going  back  three 
or  four  years,  how  many  people  it  needs  at  its  individual  facilities, 
and  it  has  not  come  through.  So  our  concern  is  that  FAA  is  going 
down  this  work  force  reduction  course  offering  the  buyouts,  but  it 
does  not  yet  know  liow  many  people  it  is  going  to  need  at  its  var- 
ious air  traffic  control  facilities. 

Mary  Ann,  do  you  want  to  amplify? 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  The  only  thing  I  would  add,  Mr.  Wolf,  is  the 
problem  will  not  affect  overstaffed  facilities.  Where  FAA  is  going  to 
have  to  take  careful  thought  is  the  facilities  that  are  already 
understaffed  and  how  are  they  going  to  get  the  people  they  need 
into  those  positions  and  how  do  they  know  the  number  of  people 
they  do  need  in  those  positions.  These  are  the  challenges  to  which 
we  were  alluding. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Because  the  whole  purpose  of  the  buyout  was  really 
to  save  money,  and  they  are  targeting  15's  and  people  in  the  upper 
pay  scales  because  that  is  how  they  are  going  to  get  the  bang  for 
the  buck,  if  you  will.  They  may  very  well  be  the  people  that  you 
need. 

Is  this  buyout  now  going  to  be  available  to  everyone  in  that 
range  or  just  certain  categories  in  the  range? 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  Just  certain  categories.  As  we  have  indicated  in 
our  testimony,  FAA  will  be  offering  the  buyout  to  all  Level  1  con- 
trollers, controllers  supervisors  and  managers;  inspector  super- 
visors and  managers,  maintenance  technicians  supervisors  and 
managers;  and  all  security  personnel.  So  it  will  not  be  offered  to 
a  number  of  the  controllers  at  the  Level  2,  3,  4  and  5  facilities. 

Also,  it  will  not  be  offered  to  a  number  of  the  inspectors  that  are 
actually  responsible  for  overseeing  the  industry. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  you  think  that  the  groups  they  are  making  it  avail- 
able to,  that  is  the  appropriate  way  to  do  it? 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  I  think  they  had  some  tough  decisions  to  make. 
Again,  the  whole  strategy  of  what  they  are  going  to  do  after  they 
have  their  final  count  on  the  buyout  is  to  look  at  their  supervisory 
structure. 

I  don't  think  you  can  say  right  now  that  they  can  get  rid  of  all 
their  supervisors.  That  would  not  make  sense  to  any  organization. 
But  these  are  the  types  of  issues  that  FAA  will  be  facing  over  the 
next  few  weeks  when  it  finally  closes  out  its  books  on  the  buyout. 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  does  the  buyout  close? 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  May  the  3rd. 

Mr.  Wolf.  So  that  is  really  a  week  and  a  half? 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  Yes. 
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^  TURNOVER  IN  ADMINISTRATORS 

^Jr.  Wolf.  Well,  okay. 

lyet  me  just  cover  maybe  two  other  areas  so  we  can  move  along 
and  get  to  the  FAA,  too. 

Do  you  think  maybe  that  the  problem  with  the  AAS  and  some 
other  issues  is  that  there  have  been  too  many  administrators  or  too 
many  vacancies  when  administrators  have  left? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  don't  think  there  is  any  question  about  it.  You 
know,  this  year,  it  is  AAS;  last  year,  it  was  another  issue.  But  I 
don't  think  there  is  any  question  that  the  lack  of  the  person  at  the 
helm  consistently,  over  time,  especially  in  something  as  com- 
plicated as  this  modernization  project,  is  bound  to  affect  oversight. 
Initiatives  start,  initiatives  end,  then  another  initiative  starts,  de- 
pending on  who  the  Administrator  is. 

TRAVEL  OF  ADMINISTRATOR 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  looked  at  the  travel  record  of  previous  Admin- 
istrators; do  you  think  the  Administrators  are  traveling  too  much 
and  not  staying  around  town  where  they  ought  to  be? 

It  is  very  hard  to  administer  an  agency  if  you  are  flying  all  over 
the  country  and  the  world. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  travel  patterns  of  the  Ad- 
ministrator; I  am  just  not,  so  I  would  not  have  an  opinion. 

PROGRAM  MANAGER  COOPERATION 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  think  there  is  an  attitude  problem  at  the 
FAA? 

In  last  year's  appropriation  bill,  the  Office  of  Inspector  Greneral 
was  directed  to  perform  an  ongoing  review  of  the  AAS  program.  In 
an  initial  report,  one  of  the  problems  identified  by  the  Inspector 
General  was  lack  of  responsiveness  on  the  part  of  the  FAA  to  the 
numerous  previous  audits  of  the  AAS  program  performed  by  the 
Defense  Contractor  Audit  Agency. 

According  to  the  IG,  these  previous  audits  have  been  inhibited  by 
the  reluctance  of  the  FAA  to  provide  technical  assistance  so  that 
the  data  can  be  properly  evaluated.  According  to  the  IG,  some  FAA 
officials  refused  to  talk  to  the  DCAA  auditors  looking  into  IBM's 
cost  and  pricing  data. 

Mr.  Ll.  Mr.  Wolf,  I  am  familiar  with  that  report.  As  you  know, 
I  have  been  working  in  the  FAA  and  looking  at  modernization  for 
now  probably  over  10  years,  so  I  have  had  a  lot  of  contact  with  dif- 
ferent programs  in  FAA.  And  I  have  also  experienced  that  same 
sort  of  reticence  on  the  part  of  the  program  office  to  provide  infor- 
mation when  I  needed  it  right  away. 

I  have  to  also  say,  however,  that  in  the  past  few  months,  as  indi- 
cated by  the  task  force  report,  I  believe  that  some  of  the  barriers 
have  been  broken  somewhat  and  we  have  been  allowed  access  to 
some  of  the  information.  The  previous  fortress-like  mentality  has 
been  overcome  somewhat  and  more  information  is  coming  out.  I 
think  that  is  a  breath  of  fresh  air  and  I  think  that  is  why  some 
of  these  things  are  coming  out  now. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  that  is  encouraging  and  that  is  a  tribute  to  the 
current  Administrator. 
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Why  do  you  think  the  attitude  has  been  like  that  over  at  the 
FAA? 

Mr.  Li.  As  I  testified  last  year,  I  believe  that  it  is  unfortunately 
part  of  a  program  manager  mentality  that  is  protective  of  their  pro- 
gram. It  is  understandable.  They  are  tr3dng  to  protect  their  pro- 
gram and  trying  to  put  the  best  foot  forward  and  the  best  face  for- 
ward. 

Unfortunately,  that  also  means  that  some  information  which  top 
management  needs  to  know  and  to  redirect  the  program  is  not 
being  provided.  I  think  that  is  the  negative  side  of  it. 

That  is  not  only  unique  to  FAA.  We  have  found  that  when  we 
looked  at  programs  in  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  same  prob- 
lem occurs  in  terms  of  the  program  manager  being  very  defensive 
about  his  or  her  program. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  think  one  thing  FAA  could  do  is  its  top  management 
needs  to  probe  deeper  when  it  is  getting  all  these  rosy  reports. 
That  did  not  happen  in  this  case  until  things  blew  up. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Were  you  able  to  track  where  most  of  the  problems 
were  when  they  were  without  an  FAA  Administrator?  Is  there  any 
tracking?  Did  some  of  the  bigger  problems  develop  when  there  was 
a  vacancy?  Was  it  a  problem  that  new  FAA  Administrators  get  co- 
opted  by  the  system  and  don't  ask  the  tough  questions? 

Mr.  Mead.  Well,  I  have  talked  to  FAA  Administrators  that  tell 
me  it  takes  them  fully  a  year  to  even  understand  this  program. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  yet  what  has  been  the  term  of  most  of  them? 

Mr.  Mead.  Couple  of  years. 

Mr.  Ll  Eighteen  months. 

Mr.  Mead.  And  then  there  is  usually  a  6-  or  7-month,  maybe  not 
quite  that  long,  but  there  is  usually  a  hiatus  where  there  is  an  Act- 
ing Administrator,  as  was  the  case  last  year.  Mr.  Del  Balzo,  I  be- 
lieve, was  the  Acting  Administrator  when  he  testified  before  this 
committee  last  year, 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  have  seen  cases  where  the  Administrator  will  say, 
gee,  the  AAS  program  is  experiencing  difficulties,  we  are  going  to 
undertake  this  initiative,  we  are  going  to  put  things  on  the  right 
track.  Then  that  Administrator  leaves,  a  new  one  comes  in,  and 
there  is  a  certain  cycle. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  think  there  has  been  too  close  a  relationship 
between  some  top  people  at  the  FAA  and  the  contractors,  too. 
When  they  were  testifying  last  year,  they  would  call  each  other  by 
the  first  name,  if  you  go  back  £ind  look  at  the  transcript.  I  think 
the  relationship  got  just  too  close. 

I  see  a  couple  of  people  shaking  their  head.  I  don't  know  if  there 
are  any  comments  on  that  or  not. 

Does  anybody  have  any  comment  with  regard  to  that? 

Mr.  Ll  I  recall  your  comment  last  year,  Mr.  Wolf.  The  fact  that 
they  do  have  some  familiarity  that  would  cause  them  to  call  each 
other  by  their  first  name,  however,  does  not  detract  from  the  fact 
that  I  believe  that  FAA  has  tried  to  stay  at  arm's  length  with  many 
of  its  contractors. 

There  needs  to  be  a  good  working  relationship  between  the  con- 
tractor and  FAA.  But  I  agree  with  you  that  it  is  an  issue  that,  obvi- 
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ously,  would  concern  me  if  it  overlapped  and  overflowed  into  mak- 
ing some  chginges  that  were  not  advisable. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Without  emphasizing  it  in  the  record,  there  have  been 
certain  things  that  have  happened  that  I  have  been  aware  of,  and 
that  I  have  been  deeply,  deeply  troubled  by,  that  demonstrate  kind 
of  a  laxness  with  regard  to  that  area. 

DENVER  AIRPORT 

The  last  question  is  with  regard  to  the  Denver  Airport;  how  are 
we  doing  on  the  Denver  Airport? 

I  am  going  to  ask  the  Administrator  about  this.  With  the  new 
Secretary  coming  from  Denver  and  with  his  interest  in  that,  obvi- 
ously, we  all  hope  the  Denver  Airport  succeeds,  but  do  you  think 
the  Denver  Airport  will  need  a  bailout  now;  or  how  is  it  doing? 

Are  they  on  their  target  date?  I  know  you  have  looked  at  this  in 
detail. 

Mr.  Mead.  As  you  know,  it  is  not  on  target,  and  the  latest  slip- 
page is  to  May  15th.  It  does  appear  as  though  they  are  going  to 
open.  United  Airlines  is  saying  they  are  reasonably  confident  that 
the  baggage  system  is  fixed. 

The  airlines  have  been  absorbing  much  of  the  cost  overruns. 
From  our  discussions  with  them,  they  know  this  is  going  to  be  cost- 
ly, but  at  the  present  time,  they  are  not  talking  about  coming  to 
this  comniittee  and  asking  for  more  money.  Time  will  tell. 

I  have  heard  some  talk  about  a  sixth  runway.  I  don't  know  what 
need  there  is  for  a  sixth  runway  at  the  new  Denver  Airport  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Have  they  requested  funds  yet  for  the  new  sixth  run- 
way? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  do  not  think  so.  You  can  ask  FAA. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Still,  United  and  Continental — have  any  new  airlines 
gone  into  Denver  or  are  any  looking  at  going  into  Denver? 

Mr.  Ll  Not  that  we  are  aware  of. 

Mr.  Mead.  Mesa  may  have  been  discussing  it,  but  no  major  car- 
riers. 

Mr.  Ll  No. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  thought  I  read,  too,  that  Continental  was  pulling 
some  flights  out  of  Denver. 

Mr.  Mead.  Continental  is  downsizing  and  changing  fairly  dra- 
matically the  way  it  operates,  yes. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  for  the  record,  if  you  have  any  other  thoughts 
with  regard  to  that,  I  guess  we  will  just  have  to  see. 

Mr.  Mead.  We  will  keep  you  apprised.  We  are  aware  of  your  con- 
tinuing interest. 

Mr.  Wolf.  And  when  it  is  open,  I  think  we  want  to  make  it  a 
success.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  trying  to  do  what  we  can  to  make  it 
not  work.  I  certainly  would  not  favor  a  bailout.  I  am  not  so  sure 
the  Congress  would,  but  you  wEint  to  make  it  go  as  well  as  we  pos- 
sibly can. 

I  had  heard  maybe  one  airline  was  talking  of  going  in  but  not 
servicing  the  new  Denver  Airport;  going  into  Colorado  Springs  and 
other  places  like  that.  Had  you  heard  of  that? 

Mr.  Mead.  I  am  aware  some  airlines  are  considering  going  to 
other  airports  in  Colorado  during  the  tourist  season. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Which  would  place  the  Denver  Airport  at  a  disadvan- 
tage. 

Mr.  Mead.  If  that  strategy  works,  though.  Because  also  the  Den- 
ver Airport  is  more  strategically  located  to  Aspen,  I  believe,  th£in 
others. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Right. 

Mr.  Chairman 

Mr.  Mead,  Mr.  Carr  says  no. 

Mr.  Carr.  Eagle  County. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  nothing  further. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  have  heard  of  Eagle  County. 

FACILITIES  and  EQUIPMENT  INVESTMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  Eagle  County  has  a  strategically  located  airport 
for  Aspen,  but,  nonetheless,  one  of  the  areas,  Mr.  Mead,  that  your 
testimony  came  as  a  surprise  to  me  is  in  relation  to  what  the  FAA 
told  our  Subcommittee  last  year.  We  were  given  some  information 
by  the  FAA  that  led  us  to  believe  that  they  had  a  pretty  good  proc- 
ess in  place  for  analyzing  the  economic  rates  of  return  and  cost  and 
benefit  analysis  of  investments  in  facilities  and  equipment. 

They  acknowledged,  indeed  I  would  say  "confessed,"  that  the  AIP 
progi*am  contained  no  cost  benefit  or  economic  rate  of  return  analy- 
sis on  investment,  but  they  did  insist  that  there  was  some  used  in 
facilities  and  equipment.  Now,  your  testimony  contradicts  that; 
could  you  elaborate  on  this  for  us? 

Mr.  Levin.  We  did  find  evidence  of  cost-benefit  analysis  in  the 
projects  that  we  looked  at.  Our  concern  is  that  we  did  not  under- 
stand how  it  was  used;  how  it  was  factored  into  the  decisions. 

In  some  cases,  projects  with  very  high  benefit-cost  ratios  were 
not  funded  and  projects  with  fairly  low  ones  were  funded.  So,  obvi- 
ously, there  were  other  considerations  brought  to  bear,  which  is 
fine,  there  could  be  operational  needs  that  make  sense  and  you 
want  to  go  forward. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  there  was  no  paper  trail  explaining  that? 

Mr.  Levin.  That  is  what  our  problem  was;  that  we  have  been  un- 
able to  get  a  clear  response  on  exactly  how  they  made  the  decision; 
what  the  factors  were,  what  went  into  the  decision.  That  has  been 
our  problem. 

This  is  ongoing  work  for  the  committee.  We  have  not  issued  a  re- 
port on  this  subject  yet.  We  still  need  to  get  together  with  the  FAA 
and  close  the  loop  on  this.  But  our  initial  work  to  date  makes  us 
raise  a  lot  of  questions  about  how  well  they  documented  decisions; 
how  good  the  decisions  really  are  because  we  do  not  see  the  infor- 
mation that  we  would  like  to  see. 

Bob,  would  you  like  to  add  anything? 

Mr.  WURSTER.  I  think  there  were  four  projects  we  were  basicsdly 
looking  at,  and  on  a  couple  of  them,  ASDE  and  ILS,  they  did 
produce  cost-benefit  analysis  at  each  of  the  candidate  sites.  But  as 
Mr.  Levin  said,  it  is  not  clear  how  it  was  used. 

On  the  other  projects,  especially  the  tower  replacement,  the  FAA 
told  us  that  they  did  not  see  a  need  for  cost-benefit  analysis,  be- 
cause all  these  towers  are  20  or  30  years  old.  But,  obviously,  all 
of  them  cannot  be  funded  in  any  given  year,  so  we  would  like  to 
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see  some  more  measure  of  cost  effectiveness  before  they  go  forward 
with  the  budget. 

Mr.  Ll.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may,  I  want  to  tie  in  our  point  with 
something  that  Mr.  Wolf  just  said  a  few  minutes  ago,  and  that  is 
some  people  may  be  looking  at  this  as  more  bureaucracy,  having 
to  go  through  more  loops  in  terms  of  the  paper  trail  and  whatever. 
Our  perspective  is  that  the  Administrator  and  his  top  management 
cannot  be  every  place  all  the  time.  And  the  solution  to  that  is  try- 
ing to  institutionalize  some  of  these  reforms  to  the  level  of  where 
the  people  are  actually  doing  the  work. 

So  I  think  that  this  is  a  very  important  point  in  terms  of  trying 
to  instill  the  discipline,  instill  risk  management  in  all  their  acquisi- 
tion decisions,  something  that  should  not  have  to  be  elevated  to  the 
Administrator  and  forcing  him  to  make — him  or  her  to  make  that 
decision. 

Mr.  Mead.  And  your  geography  is  better  than  mine,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. You  are  correct  on  Eagle  County.  That  is  the  concern  about 
the  possible  source  of  diversion,  because  it  is  more  strategically  lo- 
cated. 

AIP  INVESTMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Moving  from  F&E  to  AIP,  do  you  think  the  FAA  has 
made  any  progress  in  the  last  year  in  trying  to  move  AIP  into  an 
economic  rate  of  return  analysis — investment  analysis — or  are  they 
still  doling  out  the  dollars? 

Perhaps  we  ought  to  ask  you  if  you  have  an  opinion  about  wheth- 
er the  authorization  statute  is  really  conducive  to  cost-benefit  anal- 
ysis, with  all  their  little  sub-offsets  and  set-asides  and  everything 
else?  Maybe  it  just  will  not  work.  That  is  one  of  my  fears. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  think  there  is  a  basis  for  that  concern;  that  there 
are  too  many  set-asides.  It  is  very  complicated.  Even  on  the  discre- 
tionary side,  it  is  extremely  complicated. 

We  have  seen  some  progress  in  the  last  year,  so  to  specifically 
respond  to  your  question  on  the  problems  with  the  letters  of  in- 
tent— ^that  they  seem  to  have  bought  that  under  control  and  are 
coming  out  with  some  investment  guidance,  I  believe  in  June,  on 
how  they  are  going  to  make  decisions  there. 

Once  again,  the  key  is  going  to  be  whether  they  use  it. 

Mr.  Levin.  To  respond  to  your  interest  in  the  set-asides,  maybe 
constraining  their  ability  to  make  the  most  cost-effective  decisions, 
I  think  we  would  echo  that  concern.  We  have  been  looking  at  the 
reliever  airport  program  and  the  military  airport  program,  and  it 
struck  us  that  maybe  there  are  too  many  airports  in  these  pro- 
grams; also  it  is  not  clear  what  we  are  trying  to  accomplish  with 
these  projects. 

Some  seem  to  be  good  choices,  that  if  the  purpose  is  to  relieve 
congestion,  a  couple  of  these  general  aviation  airports  can  do  that. 
Others,  I  do  not  think  they  can. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  it  is  an  arcane  thing.  I  would  just  say  that  I 
would  hope  that  out  of  this  reauthorization  we  can  get  something 
that  is  more  i-ational.  I  somewhat  doubt  it.  But  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  authorizers  have  missed  a  giant  opportunity  here  to  push  AIP 
into  cost-benefit  and  economic-rate-of-retum  analysis  and  enforce 
its  use. 
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The  final  chapter  on  that  has  not  played,  but  that  is  not  our  con- 
cern. That  is  a  criticism  of  other  processes  here. 

My  problem  is  that  within  whatever  process  this  institutes,  with 
presidential  signature  mandates  hopefully,  the  FAA  will  still,  with- 
in whatever  limitations  it  has,  apply  risk  assessment,  cost-benefit 
analysis,  economic-rate-of-retum  analysis,  and  not  use  the  inad- 
equacy of  congressional  overlay  as  an  excuse  not  to  do  anything. 

Mr.  Mead.  That  is  right. 

I  think  there  are  two  sides  to  this,  and  there  are  clearly  major 
targets  of  opportunity  for  FAA  in  making  its  decisions  on  a  cost- 
benefit  basis.  The  letters  of  intent  are  a  clear  illustration  of  that. 

LETTERS  OF  INTENT 

Mr.  Carr.  You  know,  in  your  Senate  Commerce  Committee  testi- 
mony last  September,  Mr.  Mead,  regarding  LOIs,  you  say  your  pre- 
liminary findings  are  that  LOIs  have  proven  a  highly  effective 
means  of  helping  airports  plan  and  finance  development  projects. 
I  am  aware  of  only  one  LOI  that  has  actually  done  that,  and  it  is 
Reno,  Nevada. 

Are  you  aware  of  any  other  specific  cases? 

Mr.  Levin.  We  have  talked  to  everybody  who  has  an  LOL  They 
love  them,  of  course.  An  LOI  commits  funds  to  them. 

We  have  found  that  the  FAA  thought  the  LOI  vehicle  also  was 
a  very  helpful  thing  for  them  to  line  up  funding,  especially  since 
the  reauthorization  periods  have  been  cut  short.  We  do  not  have 
multiyear  authorizations.  The  people  who  use  them  really  like 
them. 

In  terms  of  our  looking  at  it,  you  are  right,  we  found  one  particu- 
lar case  that  struck  us  that  financially;  it  made  a  big  difference, 
and  that  was  the  Reno  case.  Basically,  we  are  using  testimonial 
evidence  there  from  the  users  to  support  our  statement. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  what  about  requiring  that,  in  addition  to  an 
LOI,  a  particular  airport  show  that  it  be  important  to  obtain  more 
favorable  financing  conditions?  I  mean,  these  things  are  handed 
out  sort  of  on  faith  that  there  is  a  certain  logic  behind  it.  Through 
that  mechanism  they  use  the  LOIs  to  guarantee  themselves  a  per- 
manent political  victory. 

Mr.  Levin.  To  grab  a  piece  of  the  pie. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  turn  it  into  an  entitlement  program. 

Mr.  Levin.  Sure. 

Mr.  Mead.  In  fact,  the  committee  last  year  posed  specific  ques- 
tions about  what  the  financing  means  were  going  to  be  for  the 
project  in  addition  to  Federal  funds,  and  certainly  that  would  be 
equally  applicable  here. 

Mr.  Carr.  Any  other  panel  Members  have  questions? 

BUYOUT  PROVISIONS 

Mr.  Price.  I  would  like  to  pick  up  on  Mr.  Wolfs  line  of  question- 
ing on  the  buyout  implications  and  ask  you  to  comment  on  two  as- 
pects: One,  the  safety  implications,  and  two,  how  this  buyout  might 
affect  some  of  the  training  deficiencies  you  noted.  These  are  big 
subjects,  but  I  would  appreciate  some  amplification. 

On  page  13,  you  express  some  misgivings  about  the  durability  of 
the  FAA  commitment  to  exclude  its  safety  work  force  from  these 
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reductions,  and  you  note  a  number  of  categories  in  which  the  safety 
work  force  will  have  financial  incentives  to  retire.  You  express 
some  concern  that  while  the  buyout  could  decrease  staff  at 
overstaffed  field  facilities,  it  also  could  increase  shortages  at 
understaffed  field  facilities. 

You  talk  about  shortages  in  the  controller  work  force  at  302  fa- 
cilities, controllers  in  the  inspector  work  force  at  65  field  offices. 
How  serious  is  this  concern?  You  do  not  draw  specific  conclusions, 
but  you  imply  very  strongly  we  are  facing  a  challenge  to  the  FAA's 
safety  mission  unless  the  buyout  is  managed  very  carefully. 

Mr.  Mead.  Yes;  well,  I  think  you  put  it  well.  The  key  here  is  how 
well  they  manage  the  buyout. 

Specific  areas  of  concern  deals  with  the  facilities  that  are  already 
understaffed.  The  controllers  there  are  not  eligible  for  the  buyout, 
but  their  supervisors  are.  That  means  that  you  are  going  to  have 
to  have  some  mechanism  for  retaining  a  supervisory  span  of  con- 
trol. 

The  FAA  can  influence  that  by  watching  over  the  release  dates 
that  they  would  approve  for,  say,  a  supervisor  requesting  a  buyout. 
They  can  control  that  release  date.  So  that  is  going  to  be  quite  im- 
portant to  do. 

Another  issue  at  your  level- 1  towers,  the  FAA  wants  to  contract 
many  of  those  out.  And  the  controllers  there,  not  just  the  super- 
visors, are  eligible  for  the  buyout.  What  will  happen  to  controllers 
that  remain  at  those  towers  when  they  are  transferred  to  a  con- 
tractor? We  think  there  is  an  opportunity  here  for  sending  them  to 
some  of  the  already  understaffed  facilities. 

What  will  happen  at  that  tower  before  it  is  contracted  out  if  too 
many  controllers  at  that  tower  decide  to  leave  for  the  buyout? 
Again,  the  FAA  can  manage  that  by  controlling  the  release  date. 
Let  me  take  you  to  another  work  force  quickly,  the  inspector  work 
force. 

We  just  completed  a  job  a  few  months  ago  on  the  certification  of 
new  aircraft.  We  found  what  we  would  characterize  as  serious  im- 
balances between  the  supervision  between  the  FAA  people  and  so- 
called  "designees"  at  the  manufacturers,  especially  in  the  software 
development  area. 

You  would  not  want  to  lose  people  that  are  already  working  in 
the  software  certification  area.  Again,  that  is  an  area  that  the  FAA 
will  have  to  manage. 

An  area  that  is  not  as  directly  related  to  safety,  but  I  think  could 
have  profound  implications,  is  people  who  are  not  in  the  safety 
work  force  but  are  in  working  on  the  modernization.  Some  of  the 
expertise  that  FAA  has  there  is  very  critical  and  you  do  not  want 
to  lose  it. 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  And  overlaying  all  this,  Mr.  Price,  is  the  fact 
that  FAA  has  made  a  commitment  to  broaden  its  span  of  control. 
However,  in  doing  that,  it  is  going  to  have  to  carefully  assess 
whether  it  wants  to  have  one  criteria  for  the  entire  agency  or  var- 
ious criteria  for  its  various  work  forces.  What  may  be  acceptable  for 
the  inspector  work  force  may  not  be  acceptable  for  the  controller 
work  force. 
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So  I  think  that  is  why  we  have  said  that  FAA  is  facing  a  number 
of  challenges  with  downsizing  the  agency  and  managing  the  buyout 
program. 

Mr.  Mead.  And  we  still  do  not  know,  as  the  testimony  points  out, 
we  do  not  know  how  many  people  they  need  at  their  individual  con- 
troller facilities.  The  Committee  has  been  persistent  in  asking  for 
that. 

Maybe  it  did  not  matter,  but  now  it  does.  We  are  downsizing  the 
place. 

CONTRACTING  OUT  ATC  TOWERS 

Mr.  Price.  How  much  is  the  situation  complicated  by  the  plan 
to  contract  out  operating  these  1,070  or  so  level- 1  towers? 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  Actually,  the  contracting  out  of  the  low-level 
towers  may  offer  FAA  an  opportunity,  as  Ken  said,  to  get  staff  to 
some  of  its  understaffed  facilities.  We  have  talked  to  some  of  the 
controllers  at  some  low-level  towers,  and  except  for  those  who  are 
close  to  retirement,  and  there  is  not  that  many  at  each  of  the  facili- 
ties, the  rest  of  the  controllers  at  the  level- 1  towers  look  at  this  as 
an  opportunity  for  them  to  advance.  Some  of  those,  particularly 
those  who  came  directly  from  the  academy  to  the  towers,  have  felt 
that  their  opportunities  have  been  limited  to  move  up  to  higher 
level  facilities. 

So  the  general  sense  that  we  get  from  the  controllers  at  those 
towers  is  that  this  is  a  good  opportunity  for  them  for  advancement. 

Mr.  Mead.  But,  see,  the  current  plan,  as  we  understand  it,  is  to 
let  them  elect  what  facilities  they  will  go  to. 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mead.  And  a  possible  suggestion  here  would  be  to  control 
that  election;  would  be  to  say  you  can  go  to  a  facility  that  is 
understaffed  but  we  do  not  need  you  at  an  overstaffed  facility, 
which  would  simply  make  it  more  overstaffed. 

training 

Mr.  Price.  Moving  to  the  training  issue,  what  kind  of  impact  will 
this  have  on  training,  particularly  at  these  level- 1  facilities  from 
where  people  move  up  in  the  system? 

Ms.  Kruslicky.  If  you  are  limiting  your  question  solely  to  the 
level- 1  towers,  those  controllers  who  will  be  moving  up  will  have 
to  be  exposed  to  additional  training  than  what  they  have  now.  The 
requirements  at  the  level-2,  level-3,  level-4,  level-5  facilities  are 
vastly  different  than  what  the  controllers  experience  at  level  I's.  So 
there  will  be  a  need  for  training  of  these  folks,  yes. 

Mr.  Price.  But  will  contracting  out  affect  the  agency's  control 
over  controllers  experience  at  level- 1  towers?  Will  it  hurt  the  agen- 
cy's ability  to  train  and  bring  people  on? 

Mr.  Mead.  No,  I  do  not  think  so,  not  from  that  aspect  of  it,  no. 
The  training  comments  we  meant  there  were  not  really  limited  to 
the  level- 1  tower. 

Mr.  Price.  You  comment  on  training. 

You  point  to  some  problem  areas  in  training  controllers  in  the 
operational  capabilities  of  airborne  traffic-alert  collision  avoidance 
systems,  some  deficiencies  in  the  aircraft  certification  staffs,  and, 
annual  enrollments  in  courses,  19  percent  below  training  quotas. 
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You  note  some  encouraging  signs  the  agency  is  addressing  these 
deficiencies.  Do  the  work  force  reduction  and  the  buy  out  com- 
plicate this? 

Mr.  Mead.  It  makes  it  more  important  that  the  FAA  get  its 
training  program  in  order.  In  1988,  Administrator  McArtor  estab- 
hshed  what  was  called  a  "Flight  Plan  for  Training."  He  established 
that  program  because  FAA  recognized  it  had  widespread  defi- 
ciencies in  training,  in  all  of  its  work  forces;  that  it  was  not  offering 
contemporary  courses  required  to  keep  people  current. 

That  "Flight  Plan  for  Training"  has  been  implemented  only  to  a 
limited  extent.  The  funding  plans  for  it  were  initially  very  ambi- 
tious, but  then  the  amount  of  funding  that  was  actually  provided 
was  extremely  limited.  Now  FAA  is  embarking  on  a  new  training 
initiative  and  it  has  a  lot  of  decentralized  features,  where  they  are 
going  to  let  the  service  organizations  define  what  their  training 
needs  are.  But  how  it  is  going  to  be  funded  and  exactly  what  is 
going  to  be  delivered  in  it  is  a  matter  that  still  seems  open  to  us. 

So  we  do  think  there  is  some  urgency  with  this  downsizing,  when 
you  are  going  to  have  a  smaller,  less  experienced  work  force,  that 
you  are  going  to  have  to  train  them  to  get  them  trained  where 
there  are  deficiencies. 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman. 

EXPLOSIVE  DETECTION 

Mr.  Coleman.  I  share  the  concern  you  highlighted  earlier  re- 
garding the  utilization  of  AIP  funding.  For  example,  when  you  were 
discussing  the  issue  of  funding  the  detection  of  explosive  devices, 
who  is  going  to  deal  with  that?  Right  now  it  is  the  airline's  respon- 
sibility. Some  decisions  need  to  be  made  fairly  quickly  about  how 
it  is  that  we  intend  to  move  in  those  kinds  of  areas  for  that  kind 
of  a  safety  issue. 

Unless  you  wanted  to  expound  on  what  is  confronting  us  and  a 
time-frame,  I  understood  your  statement. 

Mr.  Mead.  I  guess  our  point  is  it  is  nice  to  do  this  research  and 
development,  but  there  are  some  very  serious  questions  about  who 
is  going  to  pay  for  these  devices  that  will  have  to  be  resolved  and 
they  have  not  been  resolved. 

Mr.  Coleman.  In  addition,  you  raise  the  issue  of  determining  its 
effectiveness,  and  whether  or  not  the  FAA  itself  would  conduct  the 
tests  that  would  be  required  to  determine  its  reliability  and  effec- 
tiveness. Testing  is  not  anticipated  to  be  done  by  the  airlines,  in 
the  sense  that  it  would  have  its  own  separate  laboratories  to  make 
those  determinations,  but  rather  just  utilize  the  safety  devices  and 
see  if  they  work  after  we  bought  them  or  after  they  have  bought 
them. 

Mr.  Mead.  That  is  exactly  right,  sir. 

Mr.  Coleman.  At  some  point,  this  issue  is  certainly  worthy  of  the 
attention  of  this  Subcommittee,  as  well  as  the  authorizing  commit- 
tees, about  how  much  government  involvement  there  should  or 
ought  to  be. 
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Mr.  Mead.  The  Subcommittee  will  be  receiving  a  report  from  us 
before  you  mark  up  this  legislation,  and  that  report  will  contain 
specific  recommendations  along  the  lines  to  which  you  are  alluding. 

Mr.  Coleman.  This  year  you  will  have  that  report  for  us? 

Mr.  Mead.  This  year,  sir.  Matter  of  just  a  couple  of  weeks,  I 
think. 

Mr.  Coleman.  Thank  you,  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  have  anything  more,  Mr.  Wolf? 

Mr.  Wolf.  No. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay. 

Once  again,  thank  you,  Mr.  Mead,  and  all  your  colleagues  for 
helping  us  out.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you  soon  again. 

Mr.  Mead.  Sure. 

Thank  you. 

[Clerk's  note. — ^Additional  questions  of  the  GAO  submitted  by 
Mr.  Delay  follow:] 

ATC  corporation 

Mr.  DeLay.  Is  what  you  have  stated  regrding  the  facilities  and 
equipment  account  one  of  the  main  arguments  for  the  ATC  corpora- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  year — and  also  in  prior  years — we  have  testified  and  reported  on  the  status 
of  FAA's  capital  investment  plan.  Major  acquisitions  in  this  plan  have  been  plagued 
by  cost  and  schedule  problems  due  to  ineffective  management.  In  contrast,  the  Ad- 
ministration contends  that  the  government's  procurement  laws  and  regulations  are 
a  major  cause  of  these  problems.  Its  position  is  that  the  FAA  acquisition  process 
takes  too  long,  lacks  flexibility  and  accountability,  and  results  in  products  and  serv- 
ices that  cost  too  much. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Could  you  also  assume  that  many  of  the  procure- 
ment problems  the  ATC  has  are  caused  by  the  lack  of  acquisition 
management? 

[The  information  follows:] 

GAO's  analyses  over  the  past  ten  years  have  documented  how  ineffective  acquisi- 
tion management  is  the  primary  cause  of  cost  overruns  and  schedule  delays  in 
FAA's  acquisition  projects.  For  example,  in  developing  and  implementing  the  AAS, 
the  most  costly  project  in  FAA's  modernization  program,  FAA  seriously  underesti- 
mated the  effort  required  to  accomplish  the  mammoth  task  of  replacing  the  com- 
puter hardware  and  software  in  its  en-route,  terminal,  and  tower  facilities  and  con- 
solidating all  en-route  and  terminal  facihties.  Also,  FAA  did  not  provide  adequate 
management  oversight  of  the  contractors'  software  development  progress.  These 
management  errors  led  to  the  AAS  cost  and  schedule  problems.  We  have  rec- 
ommended a  more  disciplined  approach  to  acquisition  management  in  FAA. 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  the  improvements  you  have  suggested  in  the  ac- 
quisition management  of  the  facilities  and  equipment  account  took 
place  several  years  ago,  would  we  be  concerning  ourselves  with  the 
idea  of  ATC  modernization? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  will  necessarily  continue  to  modernize  its  ATC  facilities  and  equipment  to 
meet  its  mission  needs.  Effective  management  of  the  modernization  program  can 
occur  within  the  current  structure,  and  management  reforms  are  needed  whether 
or  not  corporatization  occurs.  Based  upon  GAO's  many  years  of  studying  Defense 
Department  and  FAA  acquisitions,  we  have  recommended  basic  common  sense  prac- 
tices, such  as  testing  systems  before  committing  to  full  production  of  those  systems. 
When  Administrator  Busey  came  to  FAA  in  1989,  the  agency  begin  to  adopt  these 
practices,  but  its  record  since  then  has  been  mixed. 
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FAA  Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  Our  next  witness  is  the  new  Administrator  of  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration.  It  is  a  delight  to  have  you  here  in 
your  first  appearance  before  our  Subcommittee,  and  joining  you  is 
Gene  Conti,  also  a  first  appearance  before  the  Subcommittee.  Mr. 
Stoer  has  been  here  before,  and  we  welcome  you  back. 

Mr.  Stoer.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Hinson,  I  am  personally  delighted  to  welcome  you, 
because  I  have  known  you  for  many  years  and  I  cannot  think  of 
anyone  who  brings  as  varied  a  background  in  aviation  as  any  Ad- 
ministrator we  have  had  in  recent  years.  We  are  looking  forward 
to  your  leadership  of  the  administration  and  we  are  delighted  to 
have  you  with  us  today. 

Your  biography  will  be  made  part  of  the  record  because  it  is  your 
first  appearance,  and  as  well  for  Mr.  Conti,  who  I  noted  had  excel- 
lent beginnings  in  education  in  Michigan. 

Mr.  Conti.  I  also  chose  my  wife  from  Michigan,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  that  is  an  excellent  choice.  And  then  you 
backslid  somewhat  and  went  to  Duke,  but  Mr.  Price  rehabilitated 
you,  I  understand.  So  we  are  delighted  to  have  you  here. 

We  are  going  to  put  your  full  statement  into  the  record  and 
would  encourage  you  to  give  us  the  high  points  so  that  we  can 
maximize  the  time  that  we  have  for  questions  and  answers. 

Mr.  Hinson.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  be 
here  this  morning  in  my  first  appearance  before  your  Subcommit- 
tee and  its  distinguished  Members.  I  have  with  me,  as  you  have 
pointed  out,  Mr.  Conti  from  the  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Mr.  Nick  Stoer,  who  is  the  Chief  Financial  Officer  of  the  FAA.  I 
need  all  the  financial  advice  I  can  get  at  this  early  stage.  I  will 
read  a  brief  statement  that  is  part  of  what  will  go  into  the  record. 

In  my  first  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Subcommittee,  I  am 
here  to  discuss  the  FAA  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request.  First,  I 
would  like  to  assure  the  Committee  of  my  commitment  to  meeting 
the  challenges  of  the  future  in  the  ever-changing  aviation  industry. 
I  know  this  Committee's  support  for  the  FAA's  budget  and  pro- 
grams has  been  instrumental  in  helping  us  operate  not  only  the 
world's  busiest  air  traffic  control  system,  but  also  the  safest. 

Since  I  took  office  last  summer,  I  have  had  to  confront  two  major 
challenges;  first,  the  advanced  automation  system  issues,  and,  sec- 
ond, the  rapid  introduction  of  global  positioning,  or  GPS. 

ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM 

One  of  the  first  tasks  the  Secretary  directed  me  to  undertake  was 
to  see  that  the  AAS  program  was  brought  under  control.  And,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  to  tell  you  what  I  have  found  so  far  about  the 
AAS  program  is  disturbing  and  unacceptable.  Only  some  eight  or 
nine  months  after  the  prior  Acting  Administrator  and  the  contrac- 
tor had  testified  before  this  Committee,  we  found  that  the  real  cost 
of  the  program  was  understated  by  at  least  $1.2  billion  and  that 
the  schedule  was  euphemistically  described  as  "fragile".  It  now  ap- 
pears that  if  allowed  to  continue  on  its  present  course,  this  pro- 
gram could  cost  yet  another  billion  dollars. 
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I  want  to  assure  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  Secretary  and  I  are 
committed  to  seeing  that  this  totally  unacceptable  temporary  result 
does  not  become  final  reality.  I  have  already  advised  you  and  some 
Members  of  your  committee  of  some  of  the  steps  that  we  have 
taken.  First,  previous  program  management  has  been  replaced;  sec- 
ond, I  have  directed  the  accelerated  completion  of  several  reports 
which  should  be  completed  within  the  next  few  weeks;  and  third, 
by  the  end  of  the  month  a  new  program  manager  will  be  integrat- 
ing these  reports  to  provide  me  a  clear  set  of  practical  rec- 
ommendations for  the  future  of  this  program. 

As  soon  as  our  requirements  and  overall  program  approach  are 
decided,  we  will  sit  down  with  the  contractors  and  hammer  out  a 
no-nonsense  agreement.  I  have  asked  our  contractors  and  lawyers 
to  make  sure  that  the  agreement  ensure  that  the  government  gets 
value  for  its  money.  That  it  provides  for  real  assurance  of  perform- 
ance in  a  timely  and  cost-effective  manner;  and,  that  it  is  realisti- 
cally achievable. 

We  are  committed  to  implementing  a  remedial  program  swiftly 
and  putting  those  needed  aspects  of  a  modernization  program  back 
on  firm  ground.  But  I  am  not  here  to  paint  a  rosy  picture  or  prom- 
ise miracles.  Disassembling  and  rebuilding  this  eight-year-old  pro- 
gram will  demand  hard  work  and  constant  attention.  It  is  not  an 
overnight  job.  There  are  some  tough  technological  issues  and  some 
difficult  choices  to  be  made.  I  am  confident  that  you  do  not  want 
us  to  sacrifice  careful  and  responsible  analysis  for  the  sake  of  speed 
alone.  I  can  assure  you  that  we  are  committed  to  working  with  you 
toward  a  rapid  resolution  of  these  open  issues. 

SATELLITE  NAVIGATION  AND  COMMUNICATION  SYSTEMS 

Now,  another  area  that  I  have  had  to  focus  my  early  attention 
on  is  satellite  navigation  and  communication  systems.  I  am  proud 
to  say  that  the  FAA  has  moved  with  decisiveness  to  clear  the  way 
for  large  scale  use  of  a  globsil  positioning  system,  GPS.  The  United 
States  now  leads  the  way  internationally  with  the  civil  application 
of  GPS.  GPS  is  very  important  for  it  will  provide  an  accurate  and 
more  reliable  navigation  system  which  will  result  in  millions  of  dol- 
lars of  savings  to  airlines  through  the  use  of  more  direct  routing 
and  less  separation.  I  should  say  less  separation  in  a  safe  manner. 
I  am  actively  looking  at  ways  to  provide  expanded  GPS  services  at 
the  earliest  possible  date.  We  will  work  closely  with  this  sub- 
committee as  we  make  progress. 

Even  as  we  have  addressed  these  two  initial  challenges,  we  have 
developed  road  maps  for  our  direction.  The  FAA's  strategic  plan 
£md  the  genersd  aviation  plan  both  envision  strengthening  partner- 
ships with  FAA  customers. 

FAA  STRATEGIC  PLAN 

We  recently  completed  the  FAA  strategic  plan.  This  plan  in- 
cludes, among  other  things,  a  major  outreach  to  FAA  customers 
and  incorporates  their  feedback.  We  had  a  series  of  meetings  with 
industry  and  aviation  people  and  listened  carefully  to  what  they 
had  to  say.  Recommendations  from  the  Airline  Commission  Report, 
with  which  you  are  familiar,  and  input  from  the  Radio  Technical 
Committee  for  Aeronautics  are  very  important. 
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GENERAL  AVIATION  ACTION  PLAN 

Last  month,  we  also  introduced  a  revised  general  aviation  action 
plan,  and  that  plan  outlines  a  broad  range  of  initiatives  to  lower 
the  cost  of  flying  for  the  general  aviation  community.  It  also  boosts 
safety  and  technology  and  importantly  guarantees  fair  and  equal 
access  to  airways  and  airports,  a  major  concern  of  general  aviation. 
Both  of  these  plans  are  intended  to  instill  responsibility  and  ac- 
countability at  all  levels  of  management  throughout  the  FAA. 

MANAGING  WITH  LESS  RESOURCES 

Let  me  now  turn  to  the  challenges  of  using  our  resources  more 
efficiently.  We  are  committed  to  increasing  performance  and  reduc- 
ing costs.  We  have  worked  to  shape  a  budget  enabling  the  FAA  to 
meet  increasing  demands  without  proportional  increases  in  re- 
sources. We  are  confident  we  can  achieve  our  goals  by  empowering 
our  diversified  work  force,  increasing  accountability,  improving  pro- 
ductivity brought  about  through  advances  in  technology,  and 
streamlining  the  management  structure  and  field  operations  of  the 
agency. 

We  intend  to  do  what  must  be  done  even  as  we  work  with  3,000 
fewer  people,  which  are  the  reductions  in  staffing  we  will  realize 
before  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995.  Our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  pro- 
poses nearly  a  quarter  billion  dollars  of  staffing  reductions,  pro- 
grammatic streamlining  and  efficiencies.  Staffing  reductions  have 
been  targeted  at  the  non-safety  work  forces  and  management  lay- 
ers in  an  effort  to  protect  the  huge  investment  in  our  uniquely 
trained  safety  work  forces.  The  non-safety  work  forces  will  continue 
to  decline  through  a  combination  of  events,  continued  application 
of  a  hiring  freeze,  attrition,  early  out  and  buyout  authority,  and 
initiatives  to  streamline  organizations  and  reduce  supervisor-to-em- 
ployee ratios. 

Now,  even  with  our  downsizing  efforts,  we  are  requesting  an  in- 
crease of  305  additional  staff  in  the  flight  standards  and  aircraft 
certification  work  forces,  an  increase  consistent  with  the  findings 
of  the  General  Accounting  Office  and  the  Inspector  General  and  our 
own  internal  evaluations.  This  will  restore  the  number  of  inspec- 
tors almost  to  the  level  we  had  in  fiscal  year  1991.  Our  budget 
maintains  current  staffing  levels  in  the  air  traffic  control,  mainte- 
nance and  security  work  forces,  except  for  reductions  made  possible 
due  to  efficiencies  associated  with  contracting  out  Level  1  towers 
and  streamlining  airway  facility  operations. 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 

Now,  let  me  talk  for  a  moment  about  the  Airport  Improvement 
Program,  or  AIP.  Through  the  AIP,  the  Nation's  airports  are  able 
to  enhance  safety  and  airport-specific  needs,  improve  system  capac- 
ity, reduce  system  delays,  make  safety  and  security  improvements 
and  mitigate  noise  and  other  environmental  consequences  of  avia- 
tion. We  are  working  on  three  elements  related  to  AIP.  They  are, 
first,  ensuring  airports'  generated  funds  are  used  only  for  airport- 
related  purposes;  second,  reviewing  the  letter  of  intent  program; 
and  third,  enhsincing  the  AIP  investment  criteria. 
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In  February,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  released  a  report  showing  that 
17  of  33  major  airports  were  using  airport-generated  funds  for  non- 
airport  purposes.  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  department  and  the 
FAA  are  placing  greater  emphasis  and  priority  on  enforcing  prohi- 
bitions against  revenue  diversion.  FAA  is  working  with  the  Office 
of  the  Inspector  General  to  assure  that  airport  sponsors  fulfill  air- 
port revenue  obligations.  We  will  be  tightening  the  guidelines  for 
audits  and  expsinding  our  education  of  grant  requirements.  As  you 
know,  the  Secretary  and  I  were  personally  involved  in  a  review  of 
this  particular  issue  with  the  Los  Angeles  Airport  Authority  last 
fall. 

We  also  have  recently  reviewed  our  Letter  of  Intent  Program  and 
have  developed  a  proposed  LOI  policy  which  assures  that  we  use 
LOIs  only  to  provide  the  best  system-wide  capacity  benefits.  This 
new  policy  proposes  to  allow  funding  for  Eiirside  development 
projects,  like  runway  noise  and  taxiing  airways,  and  requires  rigor- 
ous analyses  of  the  sponsor's  financial  commitment  and  the  benefit- 
to-cost  ratio  of  the  projects. 

We  will  work  to  enhance  the  AIP  investment  criteria  you  re- 
ferred to  earlier  so  that  we  include  goals  and  performance  meas- 
ures for  a  national  airport  system  that  is  fully  consistent  with  the 
national  transportation  system  being  developed  by  the  Secretary. 
In  addition,  we  are  currently  considering  various  innovative  financ- 
ing mechanisms  to  encourage  more  capital  investments  from  the 
private  sector  to  enhance  the  transportation  infrastructure. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  CORPORATION 

Before  closing,  I  want  to  address  the  issue  of  corporatizing  air 
traffic  control.  For  more  than  40  years,  I  have  been  a  customer  of 
the  FAA.  I  flew  my  first  flight  in  the  Navy  in  1954  and  talked  to 
air  traffic  control  then  and  I  have  been  talking  to  them  constantly 
ever  since.  I  know  how  important  it  is  for  the  FAA  to  meet  our  cus- 
tomer's needs.  I  also  understand  what  it  takes  to  make  an  orgsini- 
zation  function  and  to  function  efficiently.  That  realization 
underlies  much  of  what  we  have  done  thus  far. 

To  meet  its  future  goals,  the  FAA  must  be  nimble.  We  have  to 
have  the  freedom  to  streamline  our  operations,  manage  our  people 
more  efficiently,  change  procurement  policies  to  keep  up  with  tech- 
nology, and  run  our  business  like  a  business. 

In  safety,  our  abiding  concern  must  and  will  remain  our  number 
one  priority.  I  believe  these  goals  are  best  served  by  creating  a  gov- 
ernment corporation  for  the  air  traffic  control  system.  As  air  traffic 
and  customer  requirements  increase,  we  must  ensure  we  can  meet 
demands  while  maintaining  a  safe,  reliable  system  we  are  known 
for  worldwide.  Corporatization  of  ATC  moves  us  toward  that  goal. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  prepared  remarks.  I  want  to 
thank  you  and  other  Members  of  this  Committee  for  your  contin- 
ued support  and  interest  in  the  FAA's  activities,  and  I  will  be 
pleased  to  sinswer  your  questions. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  thank  you,  Mr.  Hinson. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  biography  of  Mr.  Hinson  and  biog- 
raphy of  Grene  Conti  follow:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee: 

This  is  my  first  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  Subcommittee  today  to  discuss  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  FY  1995  budget  request.  With  me  today  is  Gene  Conti,  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Budget  and  Programs. 

First,  I  would  like  to  assure  the  Committee  of  my  commitment  to  meeting  the  challenges  of  the 
future  in  the  ever-changing  aviation  industry.  I  know  that  this  Committee's  support  for  the  FAA's 
budget  and  programs  has  been  instrumental  in  helping  us  operate  not  only  the  world's  busiest 
ATC  system,  but  also  the  safest.  Since  taking  office  last  summer  I  have  had  to  confi-ont  several 
major  challenges  and  opportunities  We'll  talk  today  about  actions  I've  taken  on  the  Advanced 
Automation  System  (AAS),  the  global  positioning  satellite  use  for  precise  navigation,  and  the 
proposal  to  create  an  air  traffic  control  corporation.  I  have  also  had  to  shape  a  budget  and 
strategies  to  enable  FAA  to  meet  increasing  demands  without  proportional  increases  in  resources. 
This  will  be  achieved  by  empowering  our  diversified  workforce,  increasing  accountability  for  our 
actions,  improving  productivity  brought  about  through  advances  in  technology,  and  by 
streamlining  the  management  structure  and  field  operations  of  the  agency  By  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1995,  we  will  have  downsized  by  more  than  3000  people. 


One  of  the  first  tasks  the  Secretary  directed  me  to  undertake  was  to  see  that  the  AAS  program 
was  brought  under  control.  What  I  found  was  disturbing  and  unacceptable.  Only  some  eight  or 
nine  months  after  the  prior  acting  Administrator  and  the  contractor  had  testified  before  this 
Committee  last  spring,  we  found  that  the  real  cost  of  the  program  was  understated  by  at  least 
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$1.2  billion,  and  that  the  schedule  was  euphemistically  described  as  "fragile".  It  now  appears  that, 
if  allowed  to  continue  on  its  present  course,  this  program  could  cost  yet  another  billion  dollars 
Both  the  Secretary  and  I  are  committed  to  seeing  that  this  totally  unacceptable  result  does  not 
become  a  reality. 

I  have  already  advised  some  of  you  of  the  initial  steps  I  am  taking.  First,  past  program 
management  has  been  replaced.  Second,  I  have  directed  the  accelerated  completion  of  several 
reports.  These  should  all  be  completed  within  two  weeks,  and  I  have  directed  the  new  program 
manager  to  integrate  these  reports  and  provide  me  a  clear  set  of  practical  recommendations  for 
the  future  of  this  program  by  the  end  of  next  month.  As  soon  as  our  requirements  and  overall 
program  approach  are  decided,  we  will  sit  down  with  the  contractors  and  hammer  out  a  no- 
nonsense  agreement.  I  will  demand  that  any  agreement  ensure  that  the  government  gets  value  for 
its  money,  provide  for  real  assurance  of  performance  in  a  timely  and  cost-effective  manner,  and  is 
realistically  achievable. 

We  are  committed  to  implementing  a  remedial  program  swiftly,  and  putting  those  needed  aspects 
of  a  modernization  program  back  on  firm  ground.  But  I'm  not  here  to  try  to  paint  a  rosy  picture 
or  to  promise  miracles.  Disassembling  and  rebuilding  this  8-year  old  program  will  demand  hard 
work  and  constant  attention.  It  is  just  not  an  overnight  job.  There  are  some  tough  technological 
issues  and  some  difficult  choices  to  be  made.  I  am  confident  that  you  do  not  want  us  to  sacrifice 
careful  and  responsible  analysis  of  our  options  for  the  sake  of  speed  alone,  but  I  can  assure  you 
that  we  are  committed  to  working  with  you  toward  a  rapid  resolution  of  these  issues. 

Another  area  where  I  have  focused  my  attention  is  satellite  navigation  and  communication 
systems.  I  am  proud  to  say  that  the  FAA  has  moved  with  decisiveness  to  clear  the  way  for  large 
scale  use  of  the  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  Not  only  will  GPS  provide  a  more  accurate 
and  more  reliable  navigation  system,  it  will  provide  many  millions  of  dollars  in  savings  to  airlines 
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through  the  use  of  more  direct  routing  and  less  separation  Based  on  the  significant  benefits  to 
our  aviation  users,  I  am  actively  looking  at  ways  to  provide  expanded  GPS  services  at  the  earliest 
possible  date.  We  will  work  closely  with  the  Subcommittee  to  define  the  best  way  to  make  GPS 
available  as  soon  as  possible.  I  am  proud  to  say  that  the  FAA  and  the  United  States  are  leading 
the  way  internationally  in  the  application  of  GPS  satellites  to  air  navigation,  and  will  continue  to 
do  so. 

Prior  to  being  sworn  in  as  FAA's  Administrator,  I  held  various  positions  in  the  aviation 
community  from  naval  aviator,  engineering  pilot,  fixed  based  operator  to  air  carrier  and 
aerospace  executive.  As  a  former  FAA  customer,  I  have  a  unique  advantage  in  understanding  the 
needs  of  our  customers  To  continue  to  effectively  and  efficiently  meet  our  customers'  needs  in 
the  twenty-first  century,  the  FAA  must  change  I  believe  creating  a  government  corporation  for 
the  Nation's  air  traffic  control  system  would  be  a  positive  step  for  the  fijture.  Through 
corporatization,  the  FAA  will  be  able  to  streamline  its  operations  and  provide  more  efficient,  more 
cost-effective,  and  more  responsive  services  to  its  users  while  still  maintaining  its  high  level  of 
safety. 

Our  customers  range  from  airlines,  to  general  aviation  pilots,  to  airline  passengers,  to 
communhies  seeking  relief  from  aviation  noise  and  pollution,  and  those  seeking  to  expand  their 
aviation  resources.  We  have  undertaken  major  outreach  efforts  as  part  of  our  strategic  planning 
process  and  I  have  linked  achievement  of  our  goals  to  my  evaluation  of  senior  officials' 
performance.  In  addition,  we  have  paid  close  attention  to  the  Airline  Commission  Report 
recommendations.  We  have  worked  closely  with  industry  in  a  number  of  areas  under  the  aegis  of 
the  Radio  Technical  Committee  for  Aeronautics 

FAA  has  also  made  a  pl-dge  to  strengthen  its  partnership  with  general  aviation  Last  month  we 
introduced  a  revised  General  Aviation  Action  Plan    The  plan  outlines  a  broad  range  of  initiatives 
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to  lower  the  cost  of  flying  for  the  general  aviation  community,  boost  safety  and  technology,  and 
guarantee  fair  and  equal  access  to  airways  and  airports.  The  goals  of  the  general  aviation  action 
plan  are:  improved  safety;  better  FAA  service;  fostering  product  innovation  and  competitiveness; 
promoting  fair  system  access  and  more  system  capacity;  and  affordability.  The  plan  represents  a 
team  effort  between  government  and  industry. 

Let  me  turn  to  the  challenges  of  doing  more  with  less.  FAA  is  committed  to  increasing 
performance  and  reducing  costs.  Our  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes  nearly  a  quarter  billion 
dollars  of  staffing  reductions,  programmatic  streamlining,  and  efficiencies  Within  the  agency. 
Staffing  reductions  have  been  targeted  at  the  non-safety  workforces  and  management  layers  in  an 
effort  to  protect  the  huge  investment  in  our  uniquely  trained  safety  workforces.  The  non-safety 
workforces  will  continue  to  decline  through  continued  application  of  a  hiring  freeze,  attrition,  use 
of  early  out  and  buy-out  authority,  and  agency  initiatives  to  streamline  organizations  and  reduce 
supervisor  to  employee  ratios.  We  are  aggressively  pursuing  business  process  reengineering  to 
simplify  our  procedures  and  to  take  greater  advantage  of  automation  to  deliver  services  internally 
and  with  our  customers. 

Even  with  our  downsizing  efforts,  our  budget  requests  305  more  staff  in  flight  standards  and 
aircraft  certification  workforces  ~  an  increase  consistent  with  findings  of  the  General  Accounting 
Office,  the  Inspector  General,  and  our  own  internal  evaluations  This  will  restore  the  number  of 
inspectors  almost  to  the  level  that  we  had  in  fiscal  year  1991  Our  budget  maintains  current 
staffing  levels  in  the  air  traffic  control,  maintenance,  and  security  work  forces,  except  for 
reductions  made  possible  due  to  efficiencies  associated  with  contracting  out  of  Level  1  towers  and 
streamlining  airway  facility  operations. 
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Through  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP)  the  nation's  airports  are  able  to  enhance 
airport-specific  needs;  improve  system  capacity  and  reduce  system  delays;  make  safety  and 
security  improvements;  and  mitigate  noise  and  other  environmental  consequences  of  aviation. 

In  February,  Mr.  Chairman  you  released  a  report  showing  that  17  of  33  major  airports  were  using 
airport-generated  fiinds  for  non-airport  purposes  I  want  to  emphasize  that  the  Department  and 
FAA  are  placing  greater  emphasis  and  priority  on  enforcing  prohibitions  against  revenue 
diversion.  FAA  is  working  with  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  to  assure  that  airport 
sponsors  are  fulfilling  their  airport  revenue  obligations  We  will  be  tightening  the  guidelines  for 
audits  and  we  will  be  expanding  our  education  of  grant  requirements.  The  Secretary  and  I  were 
personally  involved  in  the  review  of  this  particular  issue  in  Los  Angeles  this  past  fall. 

We  also  have  recently  reviewed  our  Letter  of  Intent  (LOI)  program.  As  a  result,  we  have 
developed  a  proposed  LOI  policy  which  assures  that  we  use  LOIs  only  to  invest  in  airside 
development  projects  which  provide  the  best  system-wide  capacity  benefits.  This  new  policy 
proposes  to  allow  funding  for  airside  development  projects.  It  will  require  more  rigorous  analyses 
of  the  sponsor's  financial  commitment  and  the  benefit/cost  ratio  of  the  projects,  especially  given 
the  limited  amount  of  funds  available  for  LOI  projects.  The  policy  will  be  published  in  the  very 
near  future  for  comment  by  all  interested  parties  The  FAA  intends  to  use  this  policy  in 
considering  all  future  LOI  requests.  However,  no  new  LOI's  can  be  issued  until  the  FAA  has 
enabling  legislation. 

We  are  implementing  a  program  to  enhance  the  AIP  investment  criteria.  The  program  is  ongoing. 
Ultimately,  it  will  include  goals  and  performance  measures  for  a  National  Airport  System  that  is 
fiiily  consistent  with  the  National  Transportation  System.  In  addition,  we  are  currently 
considering  various  innovative  financing  mechanisms  to  encourage  more  capital  investments  from 
the  private  sector  to  enhance  the  transportation  infrastructure. 
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Before  concluding  my  statement,  I  want  to  reemphasize  FAA's  commitment  to  revitalizing  the 
aviation  industry  through  the  corporatization  of  the  air  traffic  control  system.  Our  intent  is  to 
design  an  organization  which  reflects  the  reality  of  a  highly-competitive  global  marketplace  where 
technology  is  rapidly  evolving.  We  believe  through  this  revitalization  our  future  can  be  much 
brighter  than  any  of  us  have  ever  imagined. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  my  prepared  remarks.  I  want  to  thank  you  and  the  other  members 
of  this  committee  for  your  continued  support  for  and  interest  in  FAA's  activities  and  programs  I 
will  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  other  members  of  the  Subcommittee  may  have  at 
this  time. 
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478 


IMPACT  OF  STAFFING  REDUCTIONS 


Mr.  Carr.  We  have  a  large  number  of  questions  we  are  going  to 
ask,  mainly  for  the  record.  I  am  going  to  go  through  a  number  of 
them  to  highlight  some  of  the  Committee's  major  concerns. 

Let  me  first  deal  with  the  issue  of  staffing  reductions.  According 
to  data  presented  with  your  budget,  the  FAA  expects  most  indica- 
tors of  aviation  work  load  to  increase  in  fiscal  1995  after  two  years 
of  either  flat  or  declining  activity. 

You  say  that  revenue  passenger  miles  are  expected  to  go  up  by 
about  5.2  percent.  The  number  of  IFR  aircraft  handled  probably 
will  go  up,  according  to  your  estimates,  1.8  percent,  and  operations 
at  airports  with  FAA  towers  should  go  up  about  1.5  percent.  And 
we  just  mentioned  that  we  are  going  to  see  a  staff  reduction  of 
about  4.1  percent  compared  to  1993  levels.  Some  of  the  testimony 
indicates  it  could  go  as  high  as  6  percent. 

Now,  how  are  we  going  to  resolve  this?  We  have  more  work  and 
less  people  to  do  the  work.  That  implies  that  we  are  going  to  assure 
safety,  with  greater  productivity  at  a  time  that  we  have  delays  in 
implementing  some  of  the  investments  that  were  designed  to  en- 
hance that  productivity.  So  can  you  draw  us  a  picture  and  tell  us 
how  this  all  gets  resolved? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  How  much  time  do  we  have?  I  don't  want  to  be  face- 
tious on  purpose. 

The  question  of  downsizing  and  safety  is  always  sensitive.  There- 
fore, at  the  outset,  when  we  were  given  our  orders  to  reduce  our 
overall  staff  by  some  12  percent,  or  six-and-a-half  thousand  people 
by  fiscal  year  1999,  we  carefully,  I  think,  designed  a  process  that 
would  allow  us  to  do  that  without  necessitating  RIFs  or  furloughs. 
A  combination  of  the  hiring  freeze,  the  buyout,  the  early  out,  nor- 
mal attrition,  and  the  closing  of  the  Level  1  towers  will  give  us,  we 
believe,  the  six-and-a-half  thousand  people  required  without  addi- 
tional unpleasant  actions  like  furloughs  and  RIFs. 

Because  the  hiring  freeze  has  been  in  place  now  for  over  a  year 
and  because  we  are  working  on  the  contract  tower  issue  already 
and  now  the  buyout,  which  today  is  around  2,200  to  2,300,  we  are 
close  to  50  percent  of  our  1999  target  already.  Faced  with  that  loss 
of  personnel,  I  have  asked  the  agency  to  look  at  two  things.  Those 
things  we  have  to  do  to  provide  the  safety  oversight  that  we  want 
to  provide  and  need  to  provide;  and,  those  things  which  we  have 
been  doing  that  are  nice  to  do  but  not  necessary  to  do.  We  will  then 
realign  the  agency  accordingly. 

As  a  result  of  that,  buyouts  were  not  offered  to  almost  all  of  the 
safety  work  force.  That  is,  almost  all  of  the  safety  work  force  was 
excluded.  In  fact,  we  do  not  expect  to  lose  more  than  60  or  70  con- 
trollers from  supervisory  positions  and  other  overhead  positions  in 
this  buyout.  So  the  buyout  will  have  no  direct  safety  impact  what- 
soever on  the  safety  work  forces,  and  particularly  the  controller 
work  force.  As  I  stated  in  my  opening  statement,  we  actually  want 
to  add  305  safety  inspectors  to  that  part  of  our  business. 

We  are  going  to  have  to  work  smarter.  We  are  going  to  curtail 
some  of  those  things  we  have  been  doing  in  other  areas  that  are 
nice  to  provide  but  not  necessary.  Some  things  we  will  be  doing  less 
frequently  in  that  sirea  as  well.  I  think,  in  a  way,  this  is  going  to 
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cause  us  to  reassess  the  way  we  do  business  in  the  FAA.  It  is  no 
different  running  the  FAA  than  any  other  business  when  you  have 
to  downsize.  You  have  to  find  the  efficiencies  necessary  to  achieve 
your  goals  and  we  are  going  to  do  that. 

HANDLING  INCREASED  CAPACITY  AFTER  STAFF  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  trying  to  get  a  picture,  though,  of  the  overall  the- 
oretical capacity  to  handle  aircraft.  I  mean,  part  of  the  answer  may 
be  that  the  skies  are  not  as  congested  as  people  who  want  high 
speed  rail  suggest. 

We  have  to  worry  about  it  from  the  standpoint  of  the  peaking 
problem.  We  know  there  are  certain  times  of  the  week,  certain 
hours  of  the  day  where  you  have  a  peak  load  problem.  I  am  trying 
to  get  my  mind  around  the  idea  that  we  are  going  to  have  more 
operations,  and  I  am  trying  to  equate  that  with  the  notion  of  what 
the  total  theoretical  capacity  of  the  air  traffic  control  system  is  in 
these  critical  peak  times. 

I  am  not  worried  about  3  a.m.  in  most  of  America,  but  I  am  just 
wondering,  how  do  we  manage  the  peak  load  hours  of  capacity  with 
a  significantly  reduced  force  and  without  having  all  the  major  pro- 
ductivity enhancements  that  we  have  been  talking  about  all  these 
years  on  line  yet? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  understand  now.  All  of  the  programs  that  have 
been  planned  by  my  predecessors  are  contained  in  the  strategic 
plan  which  deal  with  the  capacity  improvements  for  the  air  traffic 
control  system  are  really  independent  of  this  downsizing  effort. 
They  are  continuing.  They  are  funded  and  budgeted,  and  they  are 
being  developed. 

Last  year,  for  instance,  we  put  over  660  new  pieces  of  equipment 
into  the  field.  While  the  AAS  program  is  an  exception  and  has  been 
troubled  and  is  troubled,  and  I  am  sure  we  will  talk  about  that,  a 
lot  of  the  capacity  enhancements  and  improvements  from  a  tech- 
nology standpoint  which  the  agency  has  been  working  on  for  years 
are  coming  on  line. 

I  saw  a  report  the  other  day  of  the  original  NAS  plan  that  was 
conceived  in  1980  and  1981  which  had  54,000  odd  black  boxes  or 
pieces  of  equipment.  We  have  put  47,000  of  those  into  the  field. 
Eighty-seven  percent  of  the  original  NAS  plan  is  in  place.  We  con- 
tinue to  provide  new  equipment  to  the  air  traffic  control  operation 
every  day,  literally.  The  new  equipment  includes  new  radars,  new 
communications,  improved  computers  for  the  centers  and  other  new 
and  existing  facilities. 

So  you  are  correct  that  we  are  in  a  growth  business  with  air  traf- 
fic control.  It  is  growing  in  terms  of  demand.  In  fact,  revenue  pas- 
senger miles  are  growing  to  about  3-and-a-half  percent  average 
over  the  next  12  years.  At  that  rate,  assuming  it  is  uninterrupted 
for  17  years,  we  will  as  well  double  the  revenue  passenger  miles 
that  we  have  today.  Seventeen  years  sounds  like  a  long  way  away 
but  it  is  not  in  terms  of  planning  large  systems.  So  we  will  have 
to  work  hard  to  continue  to  put  these  new  pieces  of  equipment  out 
and  handle  the  growth  that  we  expect.  I  believe  that  this 
downsizing  we  are  undergoing  in  terms  of  personnel  at  the  moment 
is  apart  from  our  ability  to  handle  the  capacity  demands  for  air 
traffic  control. 
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FAA  FORECASTING 


Mr.  Carr.  Help  me  with  the  analysis.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  ques- 
tion as  a  subset  to  this.  I  would  like  to  know  a  little  bit  about  the 
methodology.  At  some  point  maybe  somebody  could  give  me  a  paper 
from  the  FAA  about  how  you  forecast  air  traffic. 

This  Committee  has  in  the  last  few  years  taken  a  great  interest 
in  forecasting.  Forecasting,  particularly  in  the  transit  area,  we 
have  discovered,  tends  to  be  largely  promotional  and  it  does  not  get 
real  until  somebody  has  a  problem.  I  am  interested  as  well  in  hav- 
ing the  FAA  give  us  a  paper  on  how  the  FAA  conducts  its  forecasts 
and  then  maybe  what  kind  of  an  audit  you  have  been  able  to  do 
to  see  if  your  forecasting  actually  is  accurate. 

And  you  can  maybe  supply  that  for  the  record  because  that  is 
just  too  extensive 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  would  make  one  comment,  if  I  may.  I  asked  the 
same  question  when  I  arrived  at  the  FAA  about  the  planning  proc- 
ess. The  forecast  the  FAA  publishes  every  year  is  used  worldwide 
and  held  in  high  esteem.  I  said,  go  back  to  1983  and  tell  me  what 
you  forecasted  in  1983  for  air  traffic  movements,  revenue  passenger 
miles,  and  so  forth  for  1993.  What  was  your  forecast  in  1983  for 
1993?  They  missed  it  by  less  than  eight-tenths  of  1  percent.  So,  his- 
torically, at  least  in  that  10-year  period,  they  were  dead  on.  Of 
course,  we  do  not  know  whether  we  will  be  dead  on  10  years  from 
now.  If  history  is  an  indicator,  I  think  the  agency  is  pretty  good  at 
it. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  perhaps  you  can  supply  for  the  record  a  brief 
outline,  no  more  than  five  pages,  of  your  methodology  and  some 
comments  on  what  kind  of  historical  lookbacks  you  have  had  to  see 
what  kind  of  fidelity  you  have  managed  to  come  to. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  We  will  be  pleased  to. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Forecasting  aviation  activity  is  an  essential  component  of  the  FAA's  planning  process.  The 
forecasts  are  used  to  determine  statTmg  levels  and  capital  expenditures  that  will  be  needed  to 
accommodate  growth  of  activity  while  maintaining  a  safe  and  efficient  system.  The  forecasts  are 
also  used  for  short-term  budget  preparation,  cost-benefit  analyses,  and  safety  analyses. 

The  FAA's  forecasting  process  is  a  continuous  and  interactive  one  that  involves  the  FAA 
Forecast  Branch,  other  FAA  OtTices  and  Services,  other  Government  agencies,  and  aviation 
industry  groups.  In  addition,  the  process  uses  various  economic  and  aviation  data  bases, 
econometric  models  and  equations,  and  other  analytical  techniques. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has  developed  forecast  models  and  established  a  forecast 
process  that  attempts  to  anticipate  changes  that  may  affect  the  future  direction  of  the  industry. 
Using  this  forecast  process,  the  FAA  provides  12-year  forecasts  of  workload  measures  annually 
for  aviation-related  manpower  and  facility  planning.  (The  12-year  forecast  is  FAA's  basic 
forecasting  etfort.)  The  FAA  frequently  sponsors  workshops  to  provide  expert  input  to  the 
forecasts,  as  well  as  to  critique  techniques  and  practices  currently  used  by  the  FAA  and  other 
aviation  forecasters  and  to  examine  the  outlook  for  the  aviation  industry  and  its  prospects  for 
future  growth.  The  workshops  focus  on  the  forecasting  process  and  ways  to  improve  the  reli- 
ability and  utility  of  forecasting  results. 

The  FAA  considers  at  least  133  variables  when  producing  a  set  of  national  forecasts.  (The 
number  does  not  include  derived  subtotals  and  totals.)  Of  these,  four  economic  independent  var- 
iables are  obtained  from  sources  external  to  the  FAA  and  the  FAA  has  no  control  over  these  truly 
exogenous  variables.  There  are  12  quantifiable  air  carrier  forecast  assumptions  and  4  quantifiable 
regional/commuter  carrier  forecast  assumptions.  Within  justifiable  limits,  these  forecast 
assumptions  are  under  the  control  of  the  analysts.  There  are  83  aviation  variables  that  are  not 
FAA  workload  measures  but  that  influence  the  workload  measures  in  one  way  or  another. 
Finally,  there  are  30  aviation  variables  that  are  the  workload  measures  used  by  the  FAA  for  policy 
and  planning  considerations  and  tor  manpower  and  investment  planning. 

The  FAA  forecasting  process  is  an  interactive  system  that  combines  econometric  and  time  series 
model  results  with  aviation  industry  forecasts,  expert  opinions,  and  anticipated  policy  impacts  to 
derive  a  set  of  FAA  aviation  forecasts  that  are  used  in  the  decisionmaking  process.  The  flow 
diagram  on  the  next  page  shows  a  generalized  version  of  the  FAA  aviation  forecasting  process  for 
commercial  air  carrier  demand    Similar  models  are  used  for  other  forecast  elements. 

The  first  step  in  developing  the  forecasts  is  to  enter  the  economic  and  demographic  variables 
into  a  set  of  econometric  models  or  equations  that  represent  a  simplified  version  of  the  real  world. 
The  degree  of  accuracy  of  the  forecasts  of  aviation  activhies  depends  on  both  the  accuracy  of  the 
forecasts  of  the  independent  variables  and  the  ability  of  the  models  to  portray  activities  in  the  real 
world.  The  basic  model  for  revenue  passenger  miles  uses  two  primary  inputs— Gross  Domestic 
Product  and  average  fare  or  yield  projections.  The  progression  of  the  forecasting  for  air  carrier 
demand  is  generally  as  follows: 

1 .  Revenue  Passenger  Miles 

2.  Load  Factor 

3.  Available  Seat  Miles 

4    Average  Passenger  Trip  Length 
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5.  Seats  per  Aircraft 

6.  Aircraft  Miles 

7.  Aircraft  Hours 

8.  Departures 

9.  Fleet  requirements 

The  above  progression  is  followed  for  the  domestic  and  international  market  segments  up 
through  number  8.  Adding  the  estimates  provides  system  total  operations,  upon  which  fleet 
requirements  are  based.  Forecasts  of  workload  measures  for  the  FAA  are  developed  on  the  above 
outputs,  as  well  as  a  statistical  review  of  additional  data  on  towers,  centers  and  other  facilities. 

The  mechanical  execution  of  forecast  models  is  only  the  first  step  in  producing  a  set  of 
forecasts.  In  general,  the  models  and  equations  portray  a  complex  system    They  cannot  account 
for  a  number  of  political,  social,  psychological,  and  economic  variables  and  for  all  the  interrelated 
actions  and  reactions  that  eventually  lead  to  a  particular  set  of  results.  It  is  particularly  important, 
therefore,  that  the  initial  model  results  are  reviewed,  revised,  and  adjusted  to  reflect  the  analysts' 
best  judgment  of  the  impacts  of  the  events  occurring  or  expected  to  occur  during  the  forecast 
period. 

The  FAA  forecasting  process  is  both  continuous  and  iterative.  As  such,  it  is  important  to 
evaluate  the  forecast  results  and  to  determine  the  basis  of  the  deviations  of  the  forecast  values 
from  the  actual  values  observed  in  the  real  world.  The  analysis  of  the  errors  generally  identifies 
the  causes  of  the  deviations  and  helps  determine  the  proportion  due  to  improper  model  speci- 
fications, erroneous  forecasts  of  independent  variables,  erroneous  forecast  assumptions,  or  in- 
correct analysts' judgments  and  opinions.  If  warranted,  the  forecast  error  analysis  may  lead  to  a 
reformulation  of  the  model  and  to  additions  or  deletions  of  independent  variables,  revisions  of 
forecast  assumptions,  and/or  changes  in  analysts'  opinions  and  judgments  about  ftiture  events. 

It  is  essential  that  the  FAA  forecasts  of  the  demand  for  services  at  the  FAA  towers,  air  route 
traffic  control  centers,  and  the  flight  service  stations  be  accurate.  Large  forecast  errors  can  lead 
to  inefficient  allocation  of  resources  which,  in  turn,  could  lead  to  capacity  constraints  and  delays 
or  to  excess  capacity  in  the  National  Airspace  System.  For  this  reason,  FAA  must  continuously 
evaluate  the  forecasting  process  and  its  results 

The  evaluation  of  the  forecast  process  proceeds  on  several  fronts.  On  a  monthly  basis,  FAA 
tracks  its  short-term  forecasts  of  aircraft  operations,  instrument  operations,  IFR  aircraft  handled, 
and  flight  services  vis-a-vis  the  actual  counts  at  the  facilities.  This  tracking  system  alerts  FAA 
management  to  unexpected  deviations  from  the  trends  suggested  by  the  forecasts.  Inquiries  are 
then  initiated  to  determine  the  cause(s)  of  the  differences  and  revised  short-term  forecasts  may  be 
generated,  if  necessary. 

To  help  the  analysts  make  correct  decisions  and  informed  judgments  when  developing  the 
forecast  assumptions,  FAA  holds  meetings  with  industry  representatives  to  discuss  industry 
trends,  recent  developments,  and  possible  ftiture  courses  of  events.  Every  two  years,  for  example, 
in  cooperation  with  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  Transportation  Research  Board  (TUB), 
the  FAA  sponsors  a  "forecast  assumptions  workshop."  One  such  workshop  was  held  in 
September  1993.  This  workshop  is  attended  by  70  to  80  industry  planners  and  forecasters  repre- 
senting the  airlines,  aircraft  manufacturers,  engine  manufacturers,  and  other  industry  groups. 
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FAA  also  requests  public  feedback  on  the  forecasts  we  develop,  and  we  invite  state,  regional  and 
local  participation  in  the  process. 

Periodically,  FAA  prepares  a  technical  report  that  compares  the  accuracy  of  the  forecasts  of  key 
workload  measures  with  the  accuracy  of  forecasts  of  economic  variables  prepared  by  major  fore- 
casting services.  Based  on  the  results  of  these  studies,  the  FAA  forecasts  compare  favorably  with 
those  produced  by  these  major  forecasting  services. 

The  table  on  the  last  page  provides  a  measure  of  the  accuracy  of  FAA  workload  forecasts.  The 
table  compares  forecast  data  for  both  the  short-term  and  the  long-term  periods.  The  short-term 
period,  1  to  5  years,  is  the  critical  period  for  manpower  planning;  the  long-term  period,  for 
10  years  out,  is  important  for  facility  planning.  The  workload  measure  reviewed  is  aircraft 
handled. 

For  short-term  trends,  the  forecast  errors  normally  tend  to  be  small;  the  1993  forecast  for 
ARTCC  aircraft  handled  was  right  on  the  mark-37.5  million.  Although  total  en  route  center 
activity  was  exactly  as  forecast,  there  were  relatively  large  variances  among  the  individual  user 
groups.  Military  activity  was  5.2  percent  lower  than  forecast  but  commercial  activity  (the  sum  of 
air  carrier/  commuter  activity)  was  1.2  percent  higher  than  predicted.  Fortunately,  the  two 
forecast  errors  compensated  for  one  another 

The  10  year  out  forecast  errors  are  high  because  of  unanticipated  external  events  that  have  had 
long-term  impacts  on  the  aviation  system.  Contributing  external  factors  include  the  Gulf  War  and 
the  concomitant  rise  in  fuel  prices,  the  outbreaks  of  terrorism  in  1986  and  1991,  and  the  failure  of 
general  aviation  to  respond  to  the  economic  recovery  of  the  1980s.  Further,  the  FAA  does  not 
use  cyclical  economic  projections  in  preparing  its  long-term  forecasts.  As  a  result,  the  recessions 
of  1980,  1982,  and  1991  were  not  considered  in  any  of  the  forecasts  prepared  prior  to  1980. 
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¥K.\   ARTCC  AIRCR.\fT   HANDLED    FORECAST   EVALUATION 


Year  B«iDc 
Forecait 

Actual 

Activity 
(MiUioai) 

Foncatt  Activity  Level  (Millioiii) 
PHbtiibed-Ycan  Earlier 

1 
Year 

2 

Yean 

3 
Yean 

4 
Years 

S 
Years 

10 
Yean 

1M7 

35J 

35.4 

35.1 

35.0 

34.0 

34.0 

39.4 

19U 

34.4 

37.0 

34.4 

34.1 

34.1 

35.1 

42  J 

IW 

34.C 

37J 

3t.O 

37.4 

37J 

37.4 

42.0 

IWO 

37,4 

37J 

3«J 

39J 

38.7 

3L4 

42J 

1»1 

34.4 

3«J 

39.1 

39.7 

40J 

39.4 

40J 

1>92 

34.7 

37J 

39.4 

40.1 

40.S 

41.4 

39J 

1993 

37J 

37J 

M3 

40.4 

41.0 

41.4 

40.7      ' 

1994 

3TJ 

3S.4 

39.4 

41J 

41.9 

43.4 

1995 

3iJ 

39J 

40J 

42.7 

43.4 

199< 

39J 

40.0 

41.1 

44.0 

1997 

40J 

40.7 

44.0 

199S 

4U 

44.1 

1999 

44.0 

2003        1 

44J 

Yotf  BciBt 
Forecast 

Forecast  Activity  Pnccat  Error 
FibUshMl  -  Yem  Earikr 

1 
Year 

2 
Years 

3 
Yew* 

4 
Years 

5 

Years 

10 
'Yavs 

1987 

(1.1) 

(2.8) 

(2J) 

(5.0) 

(5.0) 

.      10.4 

1988 

1.4 

dj 

(OJ) 

(OJ) 

(3.4) 

17.4 

1989 

1.4 

3J 

2.7 

1.4 

2J 

14.7 

1990 

LI 

2.1 

4J 

3J 

2.7 

12J 

1991 

5J 

74 

9.1 

10.7 

U 

10.7 

1992 

L4 

13 

92 

ILl 

12J 

7.1 

1993 

1.0 

11 

tJ 

9J 

18J 

15 

Note  00  ko*  !•  reed  thb  tabit:   la  1992  ««  IbrMest  VTS  ■lllloa  elrcnfi  wooU  W  lMa4M  ia  1993.   la  kcl  97 J  i 
■Ircrmft  ««n  racor^ad,  acuilnt  the  tortcmtl  wms  rifhl  «■  the  «ark.  Ia  tftt ««  kneast  3tJ  mOUou  elnnft  i 
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FORECASTING  MEASUREMENTS  OF  CAPACITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Moving  beyond  that,  though,  I  have  been  on  this  com- 
mittee now  over  10  years.  I  do  not  think  we  have  ever  really  dis- 
cussed, or  had  information  about,  measurements  of  capacity.  I 
know  you  have  them,  but  I  do  not  think  we  have  really  discussed 
them  in  a  way  that  allows  us  to  get  our  hands  around  the  idea  of 
capacity  potentials. 

And  I  know  that  it  would  probably  be  impossible,  or  maybe  not 
even  useful,  to  reduce  it  to  a  single  number.  You  would  have  to 
skip  too  much  or  summarize  too  much  to  make  that  happen.  But 
if  we  could  say  on  average,  a  week  in  the  spring,  what  is  the  total 
capacity  of  the  air  traffic  control  system  to  handle  aircraft  before 
you  run  out  of  space  limitations.  I  mean,  you  just  cannot  put  two 
airplanes  in  the  same  space.  Even  if  you  could  do  it  safely,  you  can- 
not. Physical  impossibilities  or  safety  considerations. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  do  not  know  the  specifics  of  all  of  the  models  and 
the  math  models  that  we  have  in  the  agency  for  modeling  capacity. 
We  do  have  them  and  we  do  a  lot  of  this  work.  We  work  with  a 
number  of  the  contractors  who  provide  assistance  in  looking  at 
questions  of  this  nature  rather  than- 


Mr.  Carr.  The  algorithms  at  flow  control  give  you  some- 


Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes.  I  am  only  hesitating  because  what  I  think  I 
really  want  to  tell  you  is — I  don't  want  to  give  you  more  papers 
than  you  want  to  read.  For  you  and  the  committee  we  would  be 
happy  to  make  a  presentation  in  any  form  you  would  prefer,  writ- 
ten or  oral  or  both,  and  take  you  through  the  entire  capacity  ques- 
tion. Because  it  is  a  very  good  question.  It  is  one  the  air  carriers 
and  the  industry  ask  a  lot.  That  is  one  we  have  spent  a  lot  of  time 
on  and  it  is  rather  complicated. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  to  some  extent  I  think  we  end  up,  in  the  political 
world,  chasing  ghosts  and  goblins  and  we  do  that  a  lot,  but  one  of 
the  ghosts  and  goblins  is  the  notion  that  the  skies  are  congested 
and  everything  is  about  ready  to  break  and  fall  apart.  And,  quite 
frankly,  my  gut  tells  me  that  ain't  so,  and  that  it  is  used  by  a  vari- 
ety of  interests  to  further  their  particular  interest  that  does  not 
happen  to  be  very  friendly  to  aviation. 

It  would  be  helpful  if  we  could  get  the  statistical  analysis  part 
of  the  FAA  in  forecasting  growth.  And  if  demand  is  so  good  and  so 
recognized  worldwide,  is  there  not  some  statistic  that  could  be  pop- 
ularized the  same  way  to  forecast  the  supply?  We  do  not  see  the 
supply  numbers.  We  always  see  the  demand  numbers,  but  never 
the  supply  numbers. 

Maybe  it  turns  out  this  Committee  or  FAA  management  would 
benefit  from  knowing  some  supply  measures  from  the  standpoint  of 
sa3dng,  well,  maybe  this  is  not  a  real  cost-beneficial  thing  to  do 
right  now;  maybe  in  certain  parameters,  in  certain  geography,  in 
certain  time  frames,  there  really  is  not  as  much  of  a  need  as  we 
have  all  been  assuming,  and  maybe  there  are  some  things  we  can 
defer. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  We  would  be  pleased  to  give  you  a  short  disserta- 
tion in  writing  for  the  record.  I  will  say  that  one  of  the  advantages 
from  forecasting  the  aircraft  movements  and  instrument  operations 
for  the  air  traffic  control  system  and  approaches  is  that  such  fore- 
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casts  are  used  by  our  air  traffic  services  organization  to  forecast 
their  needs  in  the  outyears.  These  forecasts  have  been  an  invalu- 
able guide  in  that  context,  but  this  gets  very  broad  and  there  is  a 
lot  of  information. 

Mr.  Carr.  Sure.  Well,  I  have  many,  many  more  questions  but  I 
have  used  some  time  now. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  question  of  supply,  in  the  context  you  raise  it,  gets  right  to  the  heart  of  the 
planning,  budgeting  and  operating  process.  By  supply,  we  mean  the  actual  capacity 
which  airlines  can  be  expected  to  operate  in  the  future.  We  do  forecast  this  supply 
when  we  forecast  the  number  of  operations  which  are  consistent  with  the  demand 
we  foresee.  I  think  more  to  the  point  of  your  question,  one  can  talk  about  supply 
in  the  context  of  the  number  of  staff  and  physical  facilities  needed  to  handle  a  level 
of  demand.  Again,  in  the  budget  and  planning  process,  we  do  this.  However,  we  fore- 
cast supply  in  the  context  of  a  response  to  demand,  not  as  a  separate  entity. 

In  the  planning  and  budgeting  process,  we  look  at  demand,  then  look  at  the  re- 
sponses to  demand — namely  differing  levels  of  facilities,  equipment  and  personnel 
to  satisfactorily  handle  the  level  of  demand.  Thus,  in  the  budget  process,  supply  is 
always  a  response  to  demand.  It  can  not  be  independently  forecast.  Thus,  when  we 
argue  that  our  demand  forecasts  were  generally  good,  we  argue  that  our  supply  re- 
sponses were  generally  good. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  one  other  aspect  of  the  relationship  between  long  term 
and  short  term  supply.  That  is  in  the  area  of  timing.  We  are  constantly  fine  tuning 
supply  decisions  to  the  changes  in  demand.  For  example,  in  1984  we  might  (hypo- 
thetically)  have  forecast  a  need  for  X  number  of  controllers  in  1994.  As  the  year 
1994  approaches,  we  do  not  slavishly  retain  this  value,  but  fine  tune  the  need  for 
controllers  to  changes  in  the  demand.  Thus,  no  huge  error  is  made,  as  long  as  we 
readjust  our  supply  estimates.  Thus  the  possibility  for  major  error  is  reduced  in 
practice  as  the  budget,  and  especially  the  supply  response  to  demand,  is  revised. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

TENURE  OF  MR.  HINSON 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Hinson,  I  want  to  welcome  you  and  I  appreciate  the  job  that 
you  are  doing. 

I  have  some  questions,  and  a  number  I  will  offer  for  the  record, 
because  we  have  talked  in  our  office  so  we  do  not  have  to  go  into 
all  these  things,  but  just  for  the  record,  I  have  been  concerned 
about  the  lapses  of  the  operation  of  the  FAA.  It  seems  very  difficult 
for  administrators  to  get  a  handle,  as  well  as  the  Congress,  on  the 
AAS  and  others. 

One  of  the  concerns  I  have  had  are  people  not  staying  long 
enough.  For  the  record,  do  you  plan  on  staying  to  the  end  of  this 
term?  This  is  an  important  question.  We  have  spoken  about  this. 

Mr.  Hinson.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Do  you  plan  on  staying  through  this  administration 
or  this  four  years? 

Mr.  Hinson.  As  you  know.  Congressman,  I  serve  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  President  and  my  boss,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation.  If 
I  can  satisfy  their  needs  and  expectations,  I  will  remain  through 
this  first  term  of  the  President,  yes,  sir. 

FAA  COOPERATION  ON  AAS  AUDITS 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  appreciate  that.  We  have  spoken  with  regard  to  the 
AAS,  and  I  will  ask  a  general  question  so  you  can  elaborate  for  the 
record,  but  before  I  do,  let  me  read  what  I  asked  Mr.  Mead  with 
regard  to  the  Inspector  General's  report.  It  said,  in  the  initial  re- 
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port,  one  of  the  problems  identified  by  the  Inspector  General  was 
a  lack  of  responsiveness  on  the  part  of  the  FAA  to  the  numerous 
previous  audits  of  the  AAS  program  performed  by  the  Defense  Con- 
tract Audit  Agency,  DCAA. 

According  to  the  IG,  these  previous  audits  have  been  inhibited  by 
the  reluctance  of  the  FAA  to  provide  technical  assistance  so  that 
data  can  be  properly  evaluated.  According  to  the  IG,  some  FAA  offi- 
cials refuse  to  talk  to  DCAA  auditors  looking  into  IBM's  cost  and 
pricing. 

Do  you  want  to  elaborate  a  little  for  the  record?  I  think  you  have 
come  in  and  done  a  good  job,  and  I  think  you  have  a  handle  on  it, 
but  this  is  an  attitude  problem.  In  fact,  I  think  attitude  sometimes 
is  as  important  as  aptitude.  Do  you  have  any  comment  you  want 
to  make  about  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir.  I  appreciate  your  comments.  I  am  still 
quite  new  at  the  FAA  having  been  here  seven  months  or  so,  or 
whatever  it  has  been  so  far.  I  certainly  concur  with  the  statement 
that  was  made  by  Allen  Li  when  he  testified  in  front  of  me  that 
it  takes  a  year  to  find  your  way  around.  It  is  all  different  in  terms 
of  the  way  business  is  done,  so  forth  and  so  on. 

However,  there  is  something  that  is  not  different  and  that  is  the 
way  people  behave  in  any  environment  where  you  are  running  a 
business  and  have  performance  and  expectations  of  performance. 

I  want  to  say  two  things  about  that.  One  is  I  do  hope  to  change 
the  culture  of  the  FAA  to  the  degree  that  I  can  change  it  in  a  posi- 
tive way.  And  I  want  to  encourage  openness  and  frank  discussion. 
I  want  to  get  the  issues  on  the  table,  and  have  them  discussed 
openly.  I  want  the  FAA  to  begin  to  feel  that  we  are  a  team  and 
that  we  all  have  the  same  objective;  that  we  are  all  going  down  the 
same  road  toward  the  same  goal;  and  that  the  real  challenge  is 
how  to  do  that  in  the  most  efficient  and  effective  manner  and  enjoy 
it  while  we  are  doing  it.  Life  is  too  short  to  go  through  the  day  with 
a  long  face  all  the  time  and  in  this  constant  adversarial  relation- 
ship occasionally  because  we  have  a  program  problem. 

By  that  I  mean  I  have  to  earn  the  respect  of  the  FAA  employee 
group  and  management  group.  When  I  have  earned  their  respect, 
I  think  that  we  will  be  able  to  have  open,  free,  and  encouraging  de- 
bates and  get  away  from  perhaps  the  culture  that  you  suggested 
in  that  report  that  would  be  one  of  a  closed  system  that  is  not  com- 
fortable with  making  itself  open  to  others.  I  want  to  do  business 
actually  just  the  opposite. 

FAA  COOPERATION  ON  IG  AUDITS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  you  be  inclined  to  reassign  people  that  were 
recalcitrant?  Like  if  the  IG  were  to  do  another  report  two  years 
from  now  and  to  say  that  on  another  system  DCAA  had  asked  or 
the  CNA  had  asked,  and  there  was  the  same  attitude?  Would  you 
be  inclined  to  reassign  or  fire  those  individuals? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  I  think  I  have  the  right  as  every  manager  has 
the  right  to  demand  performance.  That  also  implies  that  we  set  a 
clear  performance  standard  and  that  the  people  involved  under- 
stand they  have  obligations  under  that  performance  standard.  I  am 
not  certain  that  I  would  accept  carte  blanche  another's  rec- 
ommendations for  reassignment. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  No,  they  are  not  recommendations,  it  is  my  asking. 
Because  we  went  through  the  AAS  and  I  offered  £in  amendment 
last  year  to  do  precisely  what  you  are  doing  with  (NA).  It  was  car- 
ried in  this  committee  but  eliminated  on  the  Senate  side. 

We  have  heard  Mr.  Del  Balzo  and  IBM  testify,  and  there  have 
been  briefings.  There  is  kind  of  an  attitude.  I  am  just  saying  that, 
speaking  generally,  if  you  were  to  hear  of  this  same  type  of  attitude 
and  people  could  not  get  information,  would  you  be  inclined  to 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Of  course.  I  mean,  I  will  try  to  make  that  happen 
in  a  positive  fashion,  but  it  has  to  happen  in  any  case.  So  if  it  does 
not  happen  in  a  positive  fashion,  it  will  have  to  happen  another 
way. 

AAS  REVIEWS 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  general  questions  and  then  specific  ones  on  the 
AAS. 

Would  you  comment  on  that  just  for  the  record?  Tell  us  where 
it  is  now;  what  you  are  doing  and  what  the  CNA  is  doing?  I  think 
Ms.  Daschle  has  done  a  good  job.  Just  lead  us  and  tell  us  what  you 
have  been  doing,  where  we  are  today  and  how  will  this  thing  shake 
down?  Any  bombshells  or  anything  of  the  like? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  The  AAS  programming  was  one  of  the  first  issues 
the  Secretary  put  on  my  desk  after  he  invited  me  to  join  him  in 
this  Administration.  I  want  to  tell  you  that  it  has  had  a  lot  of  my 
attention  that  I  would  prefer  to  have  spent  someplace  else,  but  nev- 
ertheless, it  is  a  problem  we  have  to  resolve.  I  am  not  an  expert 
on  AAS,  but  I  think  I  grasp  the  broader  context  of  the  program. 

It  is  a  very  ambitious  technical  program,  and  it  has  been  ex- 
plained to  me  as  being  from  a  software  perspective  perhaps  more 
complicated  than  many  of  the  ballistic  submarine  missile  software 
programs.  In  fact,  one  person  who  is  a  contractor  associate,  told  me 
it  is  the  most  complicated  software  program  he  has  ever  seen  or 
knows  about.  I  don't  know  if  that  is  true  or  not,  but  that  is  one 
opinion. 

I  think  at  the  outset,  back  in  1987-1988  when  this  program  was 
launched,  there  was  probably  clearly,  in  hindsight  now,  not  an  ap- 
preciation of  the  difficulty  of  the  technology  involved  or  the  scope 
of  what  was  about  to  be  undertaken.  In  any  case,  through  a  num- 
ber of  iterations  and  changes,  I  inherited  a  program  that  was  to  be 
in  Seattle  in  October  of  1996,  at  least  the  ISSS  part  of  the  AAS 
program.  It  appeared  to  me  that  there  were  questions  about  that, 
questions  to  the  point  where  the  Secretary  was  uneasy  and  I  be- 
came uneasy.  So  I,  as  you  know,  tasked  my  Deputy  Administrator, 
Linda  Daschle,  and  my  Chief  Counsel,  Mark  Gerchick,  to  head  a 
special  committee  to  dig  into  the  AAS  program  and  give  me  an  as- 
sessment of  the  risks  for  cost  and  schedule.  In  other  words,  how 
much  will  it  really  cost  if  we  take  it  to  its  completion,  and  how  like- 
ly are  we  to  meet  the  schedule. 

They  did  that,  and  assigned  a  range  of  20  to  80  percent  prob- 
ability, depending  upon  your  risk  assessment  in  terms  of  cost  and 
schedule.  We  got  ranges,  as  you  know,  that,  the  total  program  will 
cost  somewhere  between  $6.3  and  $7.3  billion.  I  don't  remember 
the  exact  numbers,  and  will  be  delayed  from  9  to  30  months  later 
than  we  expected.  That  is  fairly  broad  range  of  costs  and  schedule. 


490 

I  also  simultaneously  felt  that  we  needed  an  independent  third- 
party  look  by  someone  who  was  untainted  and  had  been  uninvolved 
in  this  program  in  any  way.  I  wanted  the  review  by  an  organiza- 
tion who  had  experience  to  some  degree,  hopefully  a  lot,  who  would 
have  the  ability  to  draw  people  in  who  had  a  very  good,  high-level 
experience  in  major  programs. 

I  chose  the  Center  for  Naval  Analysis,  or  CNA.  I  must  tell  you, 
I  am  very  pleased  with  what  they  have  done.  The  people  they  put 
on  that  program  and  brought  into  help  were  all  very  highly  experi- 
enced in  certain  disciplines  of  program  management.  This  is  third- 
party  overview.  I  tasked  them  in  the  job  description  to  tell  me 
about  their  view  of  the  cost;  their  view  of  the  technology;  where  it 
is;  what  are  the  alternatives  that  might  be  available  to  us;  how 
have  we  managed  the  program;  what  do  we  do  different  to  manage 
it  in  the  future;  how  have  our  oversight  contractors  performed, 
those  that  are  supposed  to  be  looking  at  it  for  us;  and,  a  host  of 
other  questions  that  you  would  expect.  I  expect  to  receive  their  re- 
port within  the  next  two  weeks  in  its  final  form. 

Now,  those  are  two  different  reports,  but  we  also  needed  a  third 
leg,  so  to  speak.  We  really  needed  to  go  back  to  when  we  looked 
at  this  program  in  1987  and  1988,  when  we  set  certain  require- 
ments. Air  traffic  control  said  we  want  this  system  to  do  certain 
things,  and  this  is  the  way  we  will  manage  tr£df!ic  from  enroute,  in 
terminals  and  in  towers.  So  this  whole  system  fits  together.  We  put 
together  an  internal  revalidation  requirements  team  and  tasked 
them  to  go  back  and  look  at  all  those  initial  requirements  and  tell 
me  and  the  senior  management  of  the  FAA  if  those  requirements 
are  still  valid  today.  That  is  another  way  of  saying,  is  what  we 
started  with  in  1987  and  1988  what  we  would  do  today.  Are  those 
still  the  right  objectives,  and  are  there  technologies  that  may  be  ob- 
solete in  some  of  those  objectives?  Are  there  other  technologies  that 
would  allow  us  to  do  it  a  different  way? 

That  report  is  in  its  final  stage  as  well.  As  I  said  in  my  earlier 
testimony,  I  have  the  initial  cost  and  schedule  risk  report.  I  expect 
within  the  next  two  weeks  the  completion  of  these  other  two  re- 
ports. 

I  replaced  the  program  manager  and  brought  in  a  gentleman 
named  Robert  Valone,  who  has  been  at  NOAA  for  the  last  two-and- 
a-half  to  three  years  working  on  $4  billion  worth  of  programs  there 
that  were  troubled.  He  has  successfully  turned  those  programs 
around.  Mr.  Valone  and  his  deputy  joined  us  two  weeks  ago.  He  is 
now  the  full-time  program  manager  for  AAS  and  is  acting  as  the 
coordinating  point  with  all  of  the  data  we  are  collecting  to  help  us 
make  the  right  decisions  for  the  program. 

He  has  assembled  a  task  group  for  program  execution  in  the 
large  program  area  under  a  special  program  office  that  is  similar 
to  that  used  at  DOD  or  in  the  military,  a  tiger  team,  which  is  com- 
prised of  people  who  represent  all  the  disciplines  that  go  with  a 
program  of  this  magnitude:  contracts,  lawyers,  engineers,  and  so 
forth.  Everybody  involved  in  the  various  disciplines  in  the  program 
are  on  a  special  team  and  they  are  sited  together,  spending  full 
time  on  this  program  to  pull  all  of  these  reports  together  £uid  make 
recommendations  to  me  and  senior  management  about  where  we  go 
from  here. 
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AAS  REVIEWS — COMPLETION  DATES 

Mr.  Wolf.  When  will  that  be?  When  will  we  get  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  have  tasked  him  to  give  me  the  first  input  toward 
the  end  of  May,  early  June.  That  will  be  sort  of  the  initial  strategic 
direction  we  are  going  to  take  to  the  program.  But  it  will  evolve 
over  the  next  several  weeks  or  months  after  that.  It  is  too  large  a 
program  to  be  able  to  come  to  you  or  anybody  else,  for  that  matter, 
and  say  on  May  the  30th,  I  have  it  all  in  a  bag,  because  we  cannot 
do  that.  We  will  have  our  initial  direction  and  the  initial  strategy 
pretty  well  decided  upon  by  the  end  of  May. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Maybe  it  would  be  helpful  at  that  time  to  have  this 
gentleman  and  the  CNA  team  to  come  up  together.  Again,  not  with 
an  official  hearing  but 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir.  I  should  make  one  other  point  also,  Mr. 
Wolf.  I  think  it  is  important  to  note — I  mean,  I  don't  know  any 
other  way  to  go  about  taking  a  program  like  this  apart  and  looking 
at  it.  I  am  comfortable  with  this  strategy. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Sounds  like  you  have  done  a  thorough  job. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  want  to  make  this  point,  that  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant for  me,  for  the  Secretary,  and  certainly  for  the  agency,  that 
while  the  total  program  costs  could  approach  $6.5  to  $7.5  billion, 
or  somewhere  in  that  neighborhood,  we  have  spent  only  $1.2  billion 
on  the  IBM  or  Loral  part  of  this  program  to  date.  That  is  a  lot  of 
money,  but  it  is  not  $7  billion.  The  purpose  of  what  I  am  doing  and 
why  we  are  working  so  hard  to  make  sure  we  do  not  spend  $7  bil- 
lion, if  possible,  is  to  put  the  program  back  into  some  cost-control 
context.  I  will  have  to  see  if  this  can  be  done. 

The  alternatives  are  to  cancel  the  program  or  to  take  it  to  its 
original  completion  profile  and  spend  the  money.  We  might  argue 
we  have  made  the  investment,  and  all  things  being  equal,  it  is  still 
the  best  buy.  I  think  it  will  be  somewhere  in-between,  but  those 
are  clearly  the  extreme  alternatives. 

HIGH  DENSITY  RULE — BUSINESS  EXPRESS  REQUEST 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  thank  you  very  much  and  we  look  forward  to 
keeping  informed.  And  maybe  at  that  time,  the  CNA  team  and  the 
gentleman  can  come  up  to  brief  the  Committee. 

I  do  not  think  the  system  or  the  program  can  really  stand  an- 
other bombshell.  You  either  raise  the  confidence  level  or  you  reduce 
it  to  where  there  is  none,  and  it  has  gotten  to  where  there  is  none. 
And  I  think  you  are  bringing  it  back,  which  is  important. 

On  the  high-density  rule  question,  I  want  to  get  your  statement 
on  the  record.  We  had  asked  it  before  with  regard  to  changing  the 
slot  restrictions  at  National  Airport,  and  I  would  hope  that  you 
would  not.  That  is  a  request.  And  although  National  is  no  longer 
in  my  district,  that  was  a  delicate  compromise  that  was  worked  out 
over  the  years. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  if  you  were  to  do  that  at  National 
Airport  it  would  take  legislation;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  think  it  would,  sir.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  The  other  question.  Business  Express,  a  Delta  Airline 
subsidiary  has  pressured  DOT  to  use  commuter  slots  at  high-den- 
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sity  airports,  including  National  for  large  jets.  I  have  been  told  this 
decision  is  imminent. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  am  not  familiar  with  that  specific  request.  We 
have  numerous  requests  to  modify  the  existing  high-density  rule  at 
the  four  airports.  I  would  be  happy  to  provide  you  that. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Good.  I  would  appreciate  that. 

Also,  I  had  offered  an  amendment  on  the  floor,  which  was  not 
successful,  to  strike  the  provision  with  regard  to  collective  bargain- 
ing at  National  and  Dulles  Airports.  Many  area  residents,  frankly, 
cannot  understand  why  Congress  intervenes  here  and  would  pre- 
sume to  dictate  labor  relations  for  two  airports  that,  frankly,  are 
not  under  Federal  control. 

Two  questions:  Has  DOT  formulated  any  views  concerning  this 
legislative  provision? 

Mr.  HiNSON,  I  don't  know  the  answer  to  that,  but  I  will  get  that 
for  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  November  10,  1992,  Business  Express  filed  a  petition  for  rulemaking  to  amend 
the  High  Density  Rule  (HDR)  to  authorize  air  carriers  to  use  commuter  slots  at 
LaGuardia  and  Washington  National  Airports  to  operate  aircraft  with  a  maximum 
passenger  seating  capacity  of  up  to  80  passengers.  There  is  a  similar  rule  in  effect 
at  Chicago  O'Hare  International  Airport  that  permits  an  air  carrier  to  operate  air- 
craft having  an  actual  seating  configuration  of  110  or  fewer  passengers  and  a  maxi- 
mum certificated  takeoff  weight  of  less  than  126,000  pounds  in  up  to  50  percent  of 
the  carrier's  commuter  slot  holdings. 

A  comprehensive  review  of  the  HDR  is  now  being  conducted  by  DOT  and  FAA. 
Any  changes  to  the  HDR  will  be  subject  to  the  separate  public  rulemaking  process 
required  by  the  Administrative  Procediu"e  Act.  In  the  case  of  Washington  National 
Airport,  since  the  number  of  air  carrier  operations  is  limited  by  statute,  any  change 
to  the  HDR  also  would  require  a  statutory  change.  The  study  will  be  completed  by 
November  1994. 

In  view  of  the  on-going  study,  we  do  not  believe  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to 
continue  with  rulemaking  on  such  a  complex  issue.  Business  Express'  petition  would 
significantly  alter  the  number  of  air  carrier  operations  at  Washington  National  and 
should  be  held  pending  the  completion  of  the  study. 

DENVER  AIRPORT — CONTINENTAL  SERVICE 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay. 

I  guess  the  next  question  would  fit  in  then.  Well,  let  me  ask  you 
one  other. 

The  Denver  Airport,  do  you  think  there  is  a  potential  that  they 
are  going  to  come  and  ask  for  a  bailout,  and  would  you  be  sympa- 
thetic to  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  I  guess  I  would  answer  that  in  this  way.  I  do 
not  know.  I  am  not  that  intimate  with  the  finances  of  the  Denver 
Airport.  But  let  me  just  offer  an  observation  from  the  marketplace. 
You  indicated  earlier  that  Continental  was  taking  down  some  of 
their  service,  which  they  have  announced,  about  30  or  33  percent 
of  their  airline  service. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  did  not  know  what  the  number  was. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  It  was  about  that,  initially.  Maybe  more  now.  If 
there  is  a  vacuum  there  for  airline  service,  it  will  be  filled  very 
quickly.  One  of  the  interesting  aspects  of  the  airline  industry  is  a 
need  does  not  go  unserved  long.  I  think  the  Denver  community  can 
be  assured  that  if  airline  service  is  reduced  by  one  carrier  there 
and  the  demand  exists,  it  will  be  supplied  very  quickly  by  someone 
else. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  it  could  be  at  a  different  airport,  though. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Of  course  it  could.  But  I  am  specific  now  to  Denver. 
If  the  market  is  in  Denver  for  Denver  Airport,  the  vacuum  would 
be  filled  very  quickly. 

DENVER  AIRPORT — COSTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  With  regard  to  Denver  and  the  cost  increases,  you 
sort  of  have  an  AAS  program  here.  Denver  has  gone  from  $2  to 
$3.2  billion,  and  your  cost  per  passenger,  I  guess,  is  up  to  about 
$20,  $25,  and  the  marketplace  does  work  and  people  are  paying  for 
those  tickets. 

Again,  I  do  not  want  to  be  in  a  position  to  try  to  do  an3rthing  to 
hurt  Denver.  I  think  the  airport  is  there.  There  is  not  much 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

DENVER  AIRPORT — SIXTH  RUNWAY 

Mr.  Wolf.  What  about  the  sixth  runway? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  The  sixth  runway  referred  to  is  a  north-south  run- 
way; that  is  an  exceptional  runway  because  it  is  17,000  feet  in 
len^h.  The  reason  you  need  a  runway  of  that  length  at  Denver  is, 
since  it  is  at  5,000  feet,  on  a  summer  day  when  the  density  alti- 
tude— that  is  temperature  and  altitude — is  very  high,  you  need 
that  runway  length  for  a  fully  loaded  747  to  go  non-stop  to  Europe 
or  Asia.  That  is  the  criteria  for  both  cargo  and  passenger. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Mr.  Mead  said  there  had  not  been  any  Federal  funds 
for  that. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  None  yet,  but  it  would  be  eligible  at  some  point  just 
as  any  other  runway  is  eligible. 

FAA  MANAGEMENT  MEETING  IN  DENVER 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  you  are  going  to  have  to  be  careful,  and  the 
next  question  will  kind  of  sensitize  you  to  that.  I  think  you  are 
going  to  have  to  be  careful  with  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  Sec- 
retary is  from  Denver. 

That  does  not  mean  that  Denver  should  be  discriminated  against 
either.  Let  me  just  say  that  for  the  record.  But  I  also  think  there 
is  a  sense  that  FAA  officials  will  know  that  the  Secretary  is  from 
Denver  and  sometimes  may  be  more  anxious  to  treat  Denver  better 
than  it  would  be  treated.  I  think  Denver  has  to  be  treated  fairly, 
in  the  right  way,  and  the  decision  has  to  be  made  whether  the  Sec- 
retary were  from  Duluth  or  from  Arlington,  Virginia,  or  Arlington, 
Texas. 

I  saw  the  report  that  last  year  the  FAA  convened  a  management 
meeting  in  Denver  which  was  attended  by  25  FAA  personnel,  10 
from  the  region,  15  from  Washington,  and  it  was  at  the  same  time 
as  the  dedication  of  the  airport.  It  may  have  been  appropriate; 
maybe  not.  But,  again,  it  just  does  not  send  the  right  message. 

And  I  am  not  going  to  stick  you  today,  to  ask  you  to  comment 
and  give  me  every  reason  why  every  person  was  there  and  every 
person  that  went  out  there,  but  I  am  watching  and  I  am  interested. 
Not,  again,  to  hurt  it,  and  you  can  comment,  but  to  make  sure.  Be- 
cause I  know  there  can  be  some  pressure.  And  let  me  say  for  the 
record  I  don't  believe  he  would  apply  pressure,  but  that  there  can 
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be  such  an  anxiousness  to  approve  it  in  things  like  this  that  you 
have  to  be  very  careful. 

You  know  there  was  an  IG  report  whereby  a  former  Adminis- 
trator who  had  your  job  took  an  FAA  airplane  and  flew  out  there 
to  apply  for  the  job.  Another  person  who  was  an  FAA  official  ap- 
plied for  the  job  and  then  recused  himself  after  six  months.  There 
are  some  things  there  that  require  sensitivity. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  I  appreciate  those  comments.  Let  me  say 
two  things.  First,  I  can  assure  you  from  personal  experience  the 
Secretary  is  extremely  sensitive  to  his  former  relationship. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  And,  in  fact,  made  it  clear  to  me,  therefore,  I  have 
to  be  very  careful  as  well.  We  are  doing  that. 

With  respect  to  that  meeting,  I  asked  the  same  question  you  did. 
That  meeting  was  one  of  four  that  are  scheduled  annually  for  our 
regional  managers.  They  are  moved  around  to  various  cities.  None 
of  those  people  participated  in  any  way  in  the  Denver  Airport  open- 
ing process,  and  only  four  made  one  appearance  at  one  event  for 
the  Denver  Airport.  I  really  believe,  Congressman,  it  was  coinciden- 
tal. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  am  not  saying  it  was  not,  I  just  think  it  is  the  type 
of  thing  that  where  appearance  is  important.  And,  again,  let  me 
state,  I  do  not  think  Denver  should  be  treated  unfairly,  but  I  do 
not  think  they  should  be  treated  overly  fairly. 

Because  of  the  time,  I  will  just  wait  until  we  come  back  from  the 
vote. 

Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

DENVER  AIRPORT — DELAYED  OPENING  DATE 

Mr.  Carr.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf. 

We  have  a  vote  now  and  we  will  have  to  leave  until  1:30. 

Before  leaving,  I  merely  wanted  to  note,  on  the  heels  of  Mr. 
Wolfs  questioning  about  Denver  Airport,  this  morning's  Aviation 
Daily's  top  story  was  that  sources  at  United  and  Continental  at 
Denver  indicated  that  the  airport  opening  may  have  to  be  put  off 
a  fourth  time.  Do  you  have  any  information? 

Of  course,  obviously,  they  have  to  consult  with  you  about  what 
time  they  are  going  to  put  the  open  sign  out  on  the  control  tower 
and  a  few  other  things.  So  have  you  received  any  information  sug- 
gesting that  there  may  be  a  fourth  delay? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  The  answer  to  that  question  is  no.  But  I  will  take 
the  opportunity  to  tell  you  that  we  were  ready  with  the  original 
date,  I  am  pleased  to  say.  The  FAA  was  in  place  and  ready  to  go 
with  all  of  our  equipment.  In  fact,  we  had  the  charts  out  and  had 
to  withdraw  and  cancel  them,  all  the  navigation  charts  and  fre- 
quency changes.  My  understanding  is  it  has  to  do  with  the  very 
complicated  automated  baggage  system.  They  are  having  difficulty 
malang  it  work  right.  I  was  not  aware  of  that  until  you  read  it  to 
me. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay. 

Well,  we  will  take  a  recess  until  1:30. 

Thank  you. 

[Recess.] 


495 


PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 


Mr.  Carr.  We  will  resume.  We  had  a  series  of  suspension  votes, 
and  that  is  what  caused  us  to  be  15  minutes  past  our  target  time. 

I  would  like  to  deal  with  a  few  things  that  are  of  importance  to 
a  large  number  of  people  in  the  country,  but  are  not  probably  as 
wide  ranging  as  the  AAS  issue,  and  I  would  like  to  try  to  skip 
through  some  of  those.  I  don't  know  whether  the  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee  are  going  to  be  coming  in  and  if  I  keep  to  these 
shorter  topics  then  they  have  an  opportunity  to  ask  some  questions 
when  they  get  here. 

I  would  like  to  direct  your  attention  now  to  the  question  of  the 
pay  demonstration  program.  As  you  know,  the  Administration  re- 
quested last  year  that  it  be  eliminated  and  this  Committee  felt  that 
its  premature  elimination  would  not  be  fair  to  those  who  had  relied 
that  the  program  would  go  to  its  termination,  which  is  in  June  of 
this  year.  Nonetheless,  hope  springs  eternal  in  the  hearts  of  those 
who  have  and  do  not  want  to  give  up,  and  so  there  is  now  a  mount- 
ing pressure  once  again  to  extend  the  pay  demonstration  project, 
in  spite  of  the  warnings  of  this  subcommittee  in  particular. 

We  have  also  had  some  communications  from  at  least  a  couple 
of  the  airlines  at  Chicago  indicating  that  they  are  anxious  about 
the  effect  that  withdrawal  of  the  pay  demonstration  project  might 
have  at  that  particular  location.  I  just  want  to  reiterate  what  our 
committee  report  said  last  year,  and  I  am  quoting  from  our  report. 
It  says,  'The  committee's  restoration  is  made  to  alleviate  the  im- 
pact on  FAA's  employees  by  providing  longer  notice  that  the  pro- 
gram will  not  be  continued.  However,  those  employees  should  begin 
accepting  the  fact  now  that  the  Committee  does  not  intend  to  con- 
tinue the  program  in  fiscal  year  1994." 

Well,  it  has  been  a  year  since  we  have  written  that,  and  I  guess 
I  would  like  to  ask  you  just  a  threshold  question,  whether  the  FAA 
has  any  new  evidence  to  indicate  that  the  program  is  worth  its 
cost? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  pay  demonstration  project, 
if  I  could  just  review  some  of  the  genesis  since  its  inception,  was 
derived  from  the  fact  that  the  air  carrier  community  felt  that  the 
staffing  shortages  that  were  apparent  to  them  in  the  major  air  traf- 
fic control  centers  in  the  United  States,  specifically  New  York  and 
Chicago,  could  be  alleviated  to  some  degree  if  the  FAA  could  offer 
a  financial  incentive  that  would  attract  more  controllers  to  at  least 
those  two,  there  are  others,  busy  centers.  I  was  part  of  the  aviation 
community  that  was  then  agitating  for  this,  so  I  understand  how 
it  started. 

In  the  succeeding  five  years  or  so,  a  number  of  things  have 
changed,  however.  The  FAA  has  matured  its  controller  work  force 
in  terms  of  numbers.  It  has  also  matured  its  work  force  in  terms 
of  controller  qualification.  There  are  more  full  performance  control- 
lers today  than  there  were  five  or  six  years  ago.  In  addition,  we 
have  instituted  locality  pay,  which  recognizes  the  different  cost  of 
living  that  may  be  imposed  upon  our  employees  in  different  com- 
munities. So  the  circumstances  today  are  quite  different  than  they 
were  when  we  incepted  the  pay  demonstration  program. 
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I  understand  that  our  employees  would  very  much  like  to  have 
it  continue.  I  am  sensitive  to  that.  In  fact,  all  of  management  at 
the  FAA  is  sensitive  to  that.  However,  we  are  in  a  period  of  declin- 
ing resources.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  now  have  locality  pay, 
which  offsets  to  some  degree  the  pay  demonstration,  we  do  not  be- 
lieve it  is  any  longer  necessary  and  we  have  not  included  it  in  our 
funding  request. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  Chicago  have  locality  pay?  • 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  we  were  to  continue  this  program  in  1995,  it  would 
apparently  be  that  we  would  have  to  further  reduce  the  controller 
work  force. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  the  aggregate  cost  is  about  $20  million  on  an 
annualized  basis.  I  would  not  say  that  we  would  have  a  dix-ect  cor- 
relation between  reducing  the  controller  work  force  and  the  pay 
demonstration  program,  but  we  would  have  to  find  the  money 
someplace.  I  mean,  obviously,  we  cannot  reduce  our  controller  work 
force  below  what  we  feel  is  necessary  to  provide  safe  service.  So  it 
would  be  likely  we  would  have  to  find  that  money  in  other  places. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  would  you  find  it? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  would  have  to  turn  to  my  Chief  Financial  Officer 
and  ask  him  to  find  it  for  me.  I  have  no  doubt  it  would  come  from 
a  whole  host  of  sources. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  we  look  at  the  budget  as  being  very  tight,  and 
I  am  going  to  be  sitting  at  that  table  in  a  few  weeks  doing  my 
Chairman's  markup  and  I  would  not  know  where  to  get  it,  quite 
frankly. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  be  very,  very  tight  giving  you  the  money 
that  you  are  requesting,  as  we  look  at  the  overall  complexion  of 
transportation,  from  Coast  Guard  to  transit  to  FAA  to  highways 
and  everything  else. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  One  more  indication,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  times  are 
a  little  bit  different.  We  had  an  opening  for  six  or  seven  controllers 
in  Chicago,  and  these  openings  that  were  bid  for  the  controller 
work  force  did  not  have  attached  to  them  the  pay  demonstration. 
We  had  65  bids  for  those  six  or  seven  openings,  indicating  that 
there  is  substantial  interest  in  controllers  moving  to  the  Chicago 
area  without  demonstration  pay. 

Mr.  Carr.  Could  it  be  said  that  they  were  bidding  in  the  hopes 
that  it  would  be  continued? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  No,  it  was  not  part  of  the  bid.  ' 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Of  course  you  could 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  grapevine,  they  know  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  of  course. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  suppose  some  could  say,  well,  I  will  bid  for  Chicago 
in  the  hopes  that  between  now  and  then  the  program  does  not  die 
and  I  get  a  windfall.  -i 

Mr.  HiNSON.  That  is  possible,  yes,  sir.  ^ 

SCHEDULE  FOR  CONGRESSIONAL  ACTION  J 

-  * 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  some  questions  on  the  operations  budget  I 
will  ask  for  the  record.  And  I  might  say,  we  are  getting  close  to  the 
end  of  our  hearings  now  and  we  are  going  to  be  under  a  time  com- 
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pression  problem  that  is  a  little  different  than  the  time  compres- 
sion problem  we  had  last  year.  Last  year's  time  compression  prob- 
lem was  because  the  administration  was  so  late  in  getting  numbers 
to  us.  They  did  not  arrive  until  about  two-and-a-half  months  after 
they  usually  arrive.  This  year's  time  compression  problem  is  really 
caused  by  House  scheduling  on  the  other  end. 

Normally,  the  House  considers  appropriations  legislation  in  July 
and  that  is  now  going  to  probably  be  moved  up  into  June,  because 
the  end  of  June  and  July  is  going  to  be  taken  up  with  health  care. 
So  I  know  that  it  stresses  the  situation,  but  we  will  save  time  in 
the  open  hearings  today  and  tomorrow  if  we  can  ask  a  large  num- 
ber of  questions  for  the  record,  but  I  would  like  to  get  your  coopera- 
tion in  turning  those  around  very,  very  quickly,  quicker  than  you 
normally  do — and  you  have  always  given  us  great  cooperation — ^but 
if  you  could  bump  it  up  in  terms  of  priority  so  that  we  can  complete 
our  record  and  get  on  with  our  business,  we  would  really  appre- 
ciate it. 

So  in  that  vein,  I  have  a  number  of  questions  on  staffing  reduc- 
tions and  operations  budgets.  They  are  pretty  much  of  a  technical 
nature  and  we  will  ask  those  for  the  record.  We  have  a  couple  of 
additional  ones  on  pay  demonstration,  again  of  a  technical  nature. 
We  have  some  on  tower  streamlining  that  we  will  ask. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  CORPORATION 

I  would  like  to  ask  you,  though,  some  questions,  because  it  is  an 
area  that  is  new  and  one  where  I  believe  people  who  are  either  in 
the  room  or  going  to  be  reading  what  people  in  the  room  will  write, 
I  would  like  to  talk  a  little  bit  about  the  proposal  for  the  corpora- 
tion. 

You  have  met  with  some  stiff  resistance  on  the  part  of  some  of 
my  colleagues  here,  and  while  it  is  hard  to  endorse  something  I 
have  not  seen,  I  at  least  have  retained  an  open  mind  about  what 
is  being  proposed.  I  think  that  we  ought  to  examine  alternatives 
and  be  fair  about  evaluating  them,  not  be  closed  minded  and  preju- 
dicial, as  I  think  some  of  my  colleagues,  unfortunately,  have  been. 

But  I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  couple  of  questions  about  it  so  that 
perhaps  we  can  begin  to  get  the  administration's  thinking  on  the 
details.  You  have  not  yet  submitted  the  legislative  proposal,  as  I 
understand  it,  but  apparently,  I  am  told,  the  draft  was  submitted 
to  the  Secretary  yesterday.  Is  that  the  case?  Can  you  confirm  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  cannot  answer  that  one  way  or  the  other.  I  believe 
the  draft  will  certainly  be  to  the  Secretary  in  the  very  near  or  im- 
mediate future,  within  the  next 

Mr.  Carr.  We  understand  that  was  the  original  schedule.  Wheth- 
er it  has  been  delayed  or  not,  we  do  not  know. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  It  is  very  close,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  has  the  drafting  gotten  to  a  point  where  you  can 
give  us  a  preview  of  what  we  might  expect? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  I  can. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  some  details,  more  than  you  have  outlined  in  the 
past? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  I  can  share  with  you  what  I  know  at  this 
point  in  terms  of  the  broad  concepts.  I  am  not  sure  it  will  be  the 
detail  you  would  like,  but  let  me  try. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well,  again,  in  the  interest  of  time  I  think  we  know 
the  broad  concepts,  because  you  have  testified  about  them,  and  the 
Secretary  has  testified  about  them.  I  don't  want  to  be  discourteous 
or  anything,  but  in  the  interest  of  time,  are  there  some  elements 
you  can  give  us  today  that  are  in  addition  to  those  we  probably  al- 
ready know? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  think  I  can  tell  you  that  conceptually  it  will  be  a 
government  corporation.  That  is,  I  think,  one  of  the  decisions  that 
is  anticipated.  It  will  be  as  close  to  operating  like  a  private  sector 
corporation  as  possible  and  still  remain  a  government  corporation. 
It  will  be  funded  by  user  fees  from  the  air  carrier  and  fuel  tax  are- 
nas. It  will  be  comprised  of  between  38,000  and  40,000  people  from 
the  FAA  who  presently  comprise  the  air  traffic  control  services  or- 
ganizations. I  think  those  numbers  are  fairly  close.  The  balance  of 
8,000  to  10,000  FAA  employees  will  remain  in  the  FAA  under  the 
DOT. 

The  Administrator  will  stay  with  the  FAA  and  the  DOT.  The 
governing  body  for  the  air  traffic  control  corporation  will  work  with 
the  President  to  choose  a  chief  executive  of  the  Air  Traffic  Control 
Corporation  and  it  will  have  a  governing  body  that  functions  simi- 
lar to  a  board  of  directors,  if  in  fact  it  is  not  a  board  of  directors. 
That  has  not  been  finalized  yet. 

ATC  CORPORATION — STRUCTURE  AND  RATES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  kind  of  a  structure  is  contemplated,  if  you  know 
and  can  tell  us,  about  the  rate  making?  Is  the  corporation  going  to 
set  its  own  rates  or  are  the  rates  going  to  be  set  by  yet  a  third  body 
or  a  body  independent  of  the  corporation,  more  like  the  Postal  Rate 
Commission? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  That  has  not  been  determined  yet,  that  I  am  aware. 
We  have  investigated  seven  or  eight  other  air  traffic  control  cor- 
porations that  are  in  place  around  the  world.  Most  of  those  have 
the  rates  set  by  the  governing  body  but  subject  to  review  by  the 
senior  government  official,  in  this  case  the  Secretary,  for  reason- 
ableness just  as  we  do  now  for  airports. 

ATC  CORPORATION — BUDGET  ENFORCEMENT  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  waiving  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act  (BEA)  be  in- 
volved in  this? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  don't  know  enough  about  that  technical  part  to 
tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  What  we  have  been  trying  to  do  in  formu- 
lating the  outline  of  this  corporate  structure  is  to  do  it  in  the  way 
we  believe  is  most  effective.  We  will  then  give  it  to  the  lawyers  and 
let  them  decide  how  we  deal  with  it  with  respect  to  things  like  the 
BEA  and  a  whole  host  of  other  issues. 

ATC  CORPORATION — ^ASSETS  AND  LIABILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  the  corporation  own  the  assets  or  will  it  be  more 
in  the  nature  of  a  management  operations  contract? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  The  initial  financial  projections,  since  it  is  staying 
in  the  government,  indicate  that  the  corporation  owns  the  assets. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  corporation  owns  the  assets? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes.  -i 
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Mr.  Carr.  What  does  that  do  in  terms  of  the  HabiUty  situation? 
Is  this  corporation  then  going  to  be  also  governed  by  the  existing 
Federal  tort  claims  provisions  or  is  the  corporation  going  to  have 
to  insure  to  a  higher  degree  of  risk  than  the  Federal  Government 
would?  Do  we  know  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  No,  sir,  I  do  not  know  that  yet.  Those  are  some  of 
the  questions  that  are  being  resolved  by  the  legal  staff  attendant 
to  the  committee  right  now. 

You  could  hypothesize  that  the  further  away  from  the  govern- 
ment it  gets,  even  though  it  is  a  government  corporation,  you 
would  want  to  have  it  insure  itself,  provide  officers  and  directors 
liability,  for  instance,  and  ensure  against  catastrophic  cir- 
cumstances in  the  private  sector  by  insurance,  in  other  words.  Or, 
alternatively,  it  could  stay  within  the  government  and  have  the 
government  indemnify  all  the  appropriate  personnel  and  organiza- 
tions. That  is  part  of  what  is  being  discussed. 

ATC  CORPORATION — CERTIFICATION  AND  FLIGHT  INSPECTION 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  would  the  dividing  line  be  in  terms  of  naviga- 
tion aids  certification;  would  that  be  a  government,  FAA,  function 
or  would  that  be  an  ATC  function? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  All  of  the  air  traffic  services,  including  procurement, 
facilities  and  equipment,  maintenance  and  provisions,  all  of  the  air 
traffic  control,  controllers  and  services,  would  be  in  the  corporate 
structure. 

Mr.  Carr.  FIFO,  in  other  words,  would  be  in  the  corporate  struc- 
ture? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  and  the  safety  oversight  would  be  provided 
to  the  Air  Traffic  Control  Corporation  in  a  manner  similar  to  the 
safety  oversight  we  provide  today  for  other  corporations  and  enti- 
ties that  function  in  aerospace  and  aviation.  It  would  be  just  ex- 
actly the  way  we  do  it  today  with,  say.  United  Airlines  or  with  Boe- 
ing or  with  Garrett  or  a  manufacturer  of  that  tjqje. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  every  once  in  a  while  an  FAA  person 
would  fly  with  the  FIFO  crew  as  they,  the  FIFO,  now  corporation 
crew,  certify  and  recertify,  say,  ILS's  across  the  country. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Flight  inspection  could  be  done  a  number  of  ways. 
FAA  would  have  the  oversight  responsibility  that  whoever  is  pro- 
viding flight  inspection,  in  this  case  it  would  reside  in  the  Air  Traf- 
fic Control  Corporation,  is  meeting  the  standards  set  by  the  FAA. 

In  a  similar  fashion,  the  FAA  would  send  people  to  watch  con- 
trollers work,  give  them  proficiency  checks,  make  sure  their  drug 
testing  is  complete,  et  cetera,  et  cetera,  et  cetera.  All  of  the  things 
we  do  now  we  would  simply  do  now  similarly  for  the  Air  Traffic 
Control  Corporation. 

The  sovereignty  issue,  who  owns  the  air  space,  that  remains  with 
the  FAA.  We  would  still  own  the  air  space  and  we  would  allow  the 
Air  Traffic  Control  Corporation  to  operate  within  it.  We  need,  how- 
ever, to  maintain  the  sovereignty  of  the  air  space  within  the  FAA, 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  have  a  number  of  questions  on  this  topic  that 
I  will  ask  for  the  record,  but  before  turning  to  another  topic,  I  will 
give  my  colleagues  an  opportunity  to  ask  some  questions.  Mr. 
Price. 
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AIP  SENATE  REAUTHORIZATION  BILL 

Mr.  Price.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  Hke  to  begin  by  asking  you  to  comment  on  the  effect  of 
not  having  the  AIP  authorization  in  place.  That  program  has  been 
shut  down  since  the  beginning  of  this  Fiscal  Year  because  of  a  lack 
of  an  authorization.  This  morning  the  Senate  passed  a  temporary 
extension,  a  60-day  bill  that  would  allow  FAA  to  resume  funding 
AIP  grants  60  days;  would  require  DOT  to  initiate  a  rulemaking 
on  reasonableness  of  rates  and  charges  and  would  make  it  explicit 
that  the  Department  during  the  60-day  period  would  have  the  dis- 
cretion to  disallow  a  disputed  fee  increase  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances. 

I  wonder  if  you  could  assess  the  Senate  bill.  Are  you  working  to 
pass  a  four-year  authorization.  We  have  already  done  our  part  on 
the  House  side. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir.  I  can  comment  on  the  fact  that  we  have 
some  money  now  to  work  with,  or  apparently  will  have  some  money 
now  to  work  with  in  the  60-day  period.  I  will  set  aside  any  com- 
ments on  the  other  issue,  because  they  are  the  Secretary's  purview 
in  terms  of  rates  and  charges  and  issues  like  that. 

Let  me  comment  that  our  concern  is  that  the  longer  we  go  with- 
out an  AIP  bill  and  the  ability  to  put  money  into  the  field,  we  begin 
to  lose  the  building  season  in  the  northern  part  of  the  United 
States,  and  especially  in  Alaska.  In  fact,  I  talked  to  Senator  Ste- 
vens yesterday  and  he  is  concerned  that  some  of  the  aviation  facili- 
ties in  his  State  only  receive  barge  traffic  once  a  year  and  it  is 
going  to  leave  the  lower  48  in  the  not  too  distant  future.  He  is  con- 
cerned we  will  not  be  able  to  get  the  aviation-related  equipment 
that  comes  from  AIP  aboard  so  that  it  can  make  these  deliveries. 
So  it  is  from  that  perspective,  and  there  are  others  in  the  northern 
States,  that  due  to  a  shorter  building  season,  airport  development 
may  be  adversely  impacted.  Beyond  that,  though,  we  can  go  ahead 
with  the  program.  We  are  ready  and  we  can  dispense  all  of  the 
money  that  has  been  authorized  in  this  60-day  period.  I  am  con- 
fident we  can  get  most,  if  not  all  of  that,  into  the  field. 

Mr.  Price.  By  the  end  of  the  60  days,  we  hope  to  have  the  full 
authorization  in  place? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  I  hope  so. 

IMPACT  OF  NO  AIP  AUTHORIZATION 

Mr.  Price.  What  kind  of  information  do  you  have  on  the  impact 
of  this  delay  on  airports  around  the  country?  Raleigh-Durham  Air- 
port has  underway  a  project  that  involves  about  $20  million  in  AIP 
funds  to  develop  and  build  roadways  and  bridges.  It  is  a  major  ren- 
ovation of  that  airport  facility  and  the  roadways  leading  into  it. 
The  AIP  funds,  of  course,  are  a  major  revenue  source  that  allows 
the  airport  authority  to  make  monthly  payments  under  contract. 

So  the  cash  flow  now  has  been  cut  short  and  will  be  cut  short, 
potentially  could  be  cut  short  as  much  as  $2.5  million  within  a  year 
if  we  do  not  get  the  situation  rectified. 

Is  this  a  typical  situation?  Would  you  say  that  that  is  the  sort 
of  crunch  that  airports  around  the  country  are  facing?  What  other 
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revenue  sources  are  they  turning  to  avoid  shutting  these  programs 
down? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  at  some  risk,  because  I  am  not  real  intimate 
with  all  of  the  funding  mechanisms,  let  me  make  a  couple  of  com- 
ments. First  of  all,  AIP  funds  are  really  a  small  part  of  the  annual 
funding  that  goes  on  in  the  airport  system  within  the  United 
States.  In  fact,  a  very  small  part.  The  majority,  vast  majority,  of 
all  funding  for  airports  in  the  United  States  is  derived  locally 
and 

Mr.  Price.  I  know  that  is  not  true  across-the-board.  For  example, 
on  this  specific  roadway  development  project  I  referred  to,  we  are 
talking  about  a  total  cost  of  $39  million,  of  which  $20  million  is 
AIP  funds.  The  rest  comes  from  the  airport  authority  and  the 
State,  the  Department  of  Transportation. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  think  that  there  will  be  other  airports  in  the  Unit- 
ed States  similar  to  Raleigh.  Although,  I  cannot  enumerate  them 
for  you  specifically.  I  just  hope  that  we  get  the  authority  within  the 
next  day  or  so  to  go  ahead  so  we  can  rectify  that  situation. 

PRECISION  RUNWAY  MONITORS 

Mr.  Price.  One  of  the  success  stories  we  have  at  that  airport,  as 
you  well  know,  is  pioneering  the  precision  runway  monitor  radar 
system,  which  allows  us  to  land  planes  at  a  steady  rate  in  bad 
weather  on  those  parallel  runways.  Could  you  update  us  on  your 
deplo3rnient  plans  for  that  radar  system,  the  number  of  airports  you 
would  hope  to  equip  in  this  country  with  that  kind  of  system  and 
what  the  deployment  schedule  will  be?  A  plan  of  this  design,  of  the 
sort  that  was  tested  and  approved  out  at  Raleigh-Durham? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  The  prototype  PRM  is  at  Raleigh-Durham,  as  you 
have  noted.  We  have  five  additional  systems  authorized  for  acquisi- 
tion. We  have  announced  the  selection  of  not  only  Raleigh-Dur- 
ham, it  will  get  a  new  system,  and  the  system  there  will  go  up  to 
our  Technical  Center  in  Atlantic  City  to  be  used  in  further  develop- 
ment. 

In  addition  to  that,  Minneapolis  and  Atlanta  have  been  selected 
for  the  installation  of  the  PRM.  We  have  also  selected  two  addi- 
tional cities,  which  we  have  named  for  the  committee  but  we  have 
not  named  in  public  yet.  I  would  prefer  not  to  do  that  until  the 
cities  are  notified.  But  there  are  five  cities  site-selected  now,  in- 
cluding Raleigh,  Minneapolis,  and  Atlanta  from  the  first  five. 

Mr.  Price.  This  prototype  system  is  now  the  design  of  choice  for 
cities  similarly  situated  that  need  this  sort  of  equipment? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  believe  so,  sir,  yes. 

AIR  CARGO  INDUSTRIAL  COMPLEX  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Price.  The  FAA,  working  with  appropriations  from  this  Sub- 
committee, has  had  under  way  studies  on  the  air  cargo  industrial 
complex  facility  in  North  Carolina,  which  is  relevant  not  just  to 
that  facility  to  be  located  near  Kinston,  North  Carolina,  but  to 
similar  facilities  that  might  be  constructed  elsewhere.  Been  a  lot  of 
discussion  about  this  as  a  cutting-edge  kind  of  facility;  integrating 
industrial  operations  and  air  cargo  operations  in  a  way  that  could 
have  a  significant  impact  on  our  country's  competitive  situation. 
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We  are  interested  in  moving  forward  on  the  Global  Transpark  in 
North  Carolina.  I  am  also  interested,  though,  in  the  more  general 
conclusions  you  might  draw  from  the  look  you  have  taken  at  this 
facility  and  its  potential.  Would  assess  the  potential  of  this  kind  of 
air  cargo,  industrial  complex  as  a  model  for  promoting  economic  de- 
velopment and  promoting  intermodal  transportation  strategies.  Is 
there  some  way  the  benefits  of  this  study,  the  work  you  have  done 
on  this  particular  project,  might  be  extrapolated  to  the  country  as 
a  whole  and  become  part  of  an  overall  economic  development  strat- 
egy as  you  look  at  the  kind  of  facilities  you  might  want  to  build 
and  support  in  the  future. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  the  short  answer  is,  yes,  sir.  It  immediately 
becomes  more  complicated  because  various  regions  of  the  country 
and  communities  have  had  different  views  historically  about  the 
way  they  want  to  develop  major  airports  for  their  regions.  I  think 
the  plan  that  you  are  discussing,  the  concept  that  you  have,  has 
been  replicated  in  some  fashion,  not  exactly  like  this,  but  in  similar 
fashions  in  other  parts  of  the  United  States  and  certainly  in  the 
world.  Major  regional  airports  have  been  developed  to  attract  cargo 
carriers  and  other  large  bulk  movers  of  air  transport. 

Mr.  Price.  The  unique  feature  is  integrating  the  air  cargo  capac- 
ity with  the  industrial  plants  on  the  periphery  of  the  facility. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  That  is  exactly  right.  The  recent  advent  of  air  cargo, 
which  I  am  sure  you  know,  is  driven  principally  by  the  concepts  of 
just-in-time  inventory  control,  worldwide.  Nobody  wants  to  have 
any  inventory  on  the  shelf.  So  everybody  wants  to  ship  as  quickly 
as  possible  in  order  to  have  their  inventory  there  just  the  moment 
they  need  it.  Air  transport,  of  course,  is  the  method  of  choice  for 
moving  the  cargo  that  is  not  so  large  or  heavy  that  it  could  not  be 
moved  in  that  fashion.  That  is  happening  in  many,  many  parts  of 
the  world.  I  was  going  to  say  something  like  the  race  is  about  to 
start,  but  I  won't  say  that. 

This  concept  has  great  potential  for  communities  like  yours  and 
others  where  they  have  relatively  tight  concentrations  of  industrial 
activity  within  a  reasonable  distance.  It  is  one  that  the  FAA — part 
of  our  charge,  of  course,  is  to  see  we  develop  more  airports  and 
more  aviation  infrastructure.  It  is  a  high  interest  of  ours,  and  one 
of  mine  specifically.  So  I  would  say  it  has  great  application  and  will 
be  of  great  interest  to  not  only  the  FAA  and  the  Department  of 
Transportation  but  to  everybody  else  that  is  paying  attention  to 
how  people  move  goods. 

Mr.  Price.  That  may  have  implications  for  how  we  view  the  over- 
all funding  picture,  whether  there  may  be  a  justification  for  a  spe- 
cific focus  on  this  kind  of  facility,  chosen  on  a  competitive  basis  by 
region. 

Mr,  HiNSON.  We  have  the  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport 
Systems.  NPIAS  is  our  acronym  for  that.  Some  of  the  oversight 
groups  that  look  at  the  FAA  have  made  comments  about  how  im- 
portant it  is  for  the  FAA  to  begin  to  look  at  the  airport  conceptually 
with  an  overall  national  strategy,  as  a  national  asset.  Historically, 
it  has  been  viewed  as  sort  of  a  regional  and  narrowly  focused  devel- 
opment issue  and  programs. 

Now,  I  think  it  is  appropriate  to  begin  to  ask  the  questions  about 
national  priorities.  As  we  become  more  global,  in  terms  of  our  com- 
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petitive  interests,  we  need  to  make  sure  that  we  are  competitively 
advantaged  by  an  aviation  infrastructure  that  lends  itself  to  our 
private  sector  being  very,  very  competitive  internationally.  I  think 
airports  or  large  cargo  civil  industrial  airparks  as  you  described, 
have  a  pretty  bright  future.  I  would  expect  we  would  see  more  of 
this  kind  of  thinking  as  we  begin  to  realize  that  it  is  truly  becom- 
ing one  world. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  RELIEVER  AIRPORTS  AND  CENTRAL  AIRPORT 

FACILITIES 

Mr.  Price.  The  decisions  about  setting  up  the  facilities  and  fund- 
ing them  should  be  more  than  a  matter  of  local  initiative.  It  re- 
quires a  good  deal  of  local  and  State  initiative  and  investment  to 
make  it  happen.  From  the  FAA's  point  of  view,  there  would  be  a 
national  strategy  we  would  need  to  develop. 

Let  me  finally  ask  about  the  GAO  report  you  heard  before  you 
came  on  this  morning,  on  another  matter  of  strategy  of  your  fund- 
ing decisions,  having  to  do  with  the  relation  of  reliever  airports  and 
central  airport  facilities. 

You  remember  the  GAO  was  rather  critical  of  the  FAA's  past 
performance  in  making  this  decision,  suggesting  there  was  not  a 
clear  way  of  measuring  either  the  need  for  or  the  performance  of 
reliever  airports,  yet,  of  course,  there  are  many,  many  pressures  to 
fund  those  facilities,  for  understandable  reasons.  Communities  that 
think  their  economic  future  requires  this  kind  of  general  aviation 
capacity. 

Yet,  again  from  the  FAA's  point  of  view,  this  is  not  just  a  matter 
of  local  development,  it  is  a  matter  of  an  overall  strategy.  How 
would  you  respond  to  that  criticism?  Is  there  an5rthing  we  should 
know  about  that?  What  you  are  doing  to  improve  your  analysis  of 
these  needs? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  think  their  criticism  is  justified  to  some  degree. 
We  certainly  should  be  able  to  respond  to  a  question  like  that  and 
say,  well,  we  do  have  some  evidence  that  reliever  airports  are 
working  or  they  are  marginally  working  or  not  working,  as  the  case 
may  be. 

The  original  concept  of  reliever  airports  was  to  aid  in  the  capac- 
ity of  the  major  air  carrier  airports,  and  to  unload  the  general  avia- 
tion traffic  so  that  we  could  increase  the  capacity  in  terms  of  pas- 
senger airplanes  at  the  25  or  so,  maybe  30,  large  commercial  air- 
ports in  the  United  States.  It  has  been  a  success.  There  is  abso- 
lutely no  doubt  about  that.  I  know  intuitively  from  my  own  experi- 
ence that  reliever  airports  have  been  very  successful  in  attracting 
very  large  numbers  of  general  aviation  aircraft  which  would  other- 
wise impact  traffic  into  major  air  carrier  airports. 

Approach  control  and  radar — and  our  FAA  staff  see  a  target.  It 
might  have  one  passenger  or  400  passengers.  It  is  a  target.  While 
they  know  the  difference  as  far  as  a  space  in  the  air  traffic  line, 
it  is  the  same  with,  obviously,  some  maneuvering  that  goes  on  be- 
tween big  and  little  airplanes. 

Reliever  airports,  as  a  concept,  is  a  very  valid  concept.  I  think 
that  the  GAO  is  right.  We  should  be  able  to  tell  you  to  what  degree 
it  has  been  effective  and  whether  we  should  continue  it  and,  if  so, 
how  much  should  we  spend  on  it.  I  will  ask  that  that  be  done. 
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Mr.  Price.  Thank  you.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

FAA  MEETINGS  WITH  GAO 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Couple  of  other  questions.  Do  you  personally  sit  down  at  the  FAA 
with  the  GAO  people? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  have,  yes,  sir.  I  have  not  done  it  often  yet,  but  I 
have,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  is  probably  not  a  bad  idea.  They  seem  to  have  a 
pretty  good  grasp  of  issues;  although,  they  may  not  be  right  on 
every  issue,  but  they  can  speak  from  a  different  point  of  view.  It 
might  not  be  a  bad  idea. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

FRONT  ROYAL  AIRPLANE  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Wolf.  Would  you  want  to  make  a  couple  of  comments  with 
regard  to  the  FAA  crash  of  the  airplane  that  took  place  in  my  con- 
gressional district?  It  took  off  from  the  Winchester  Airport  and 
crashed  at  Front  Royal,  both  areas  in  my  district,  and  the  safety 
report  inferred  maybe  the  FAA  was  not  following 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir.  I  happened  to  be  in  my  office  the  evening 
of  that  accident  and  so  I  went  down  to  the  Operations  Center  to 
watch  how  we  handled  emergencies  of  that  nature.  The  next  morn- 
ing I  drove  up  there  personally  and  hiked  up  to  the  wreckage.  I 
have  had  experiences  of  being  on  three  major  air  carrier  accident 
investigation  teams,  so  I  am  a  little  bit  experienced  about  that  kind 
of  thing.  I  walked  all  through  the  accident  site  the  next  morning 
talking  to  the  NTSB  accident  investigator  in  charge  and  others  and 
then  flew  up  to  Atlantic  City  to  talk  to  the  people  up  there  and 
families  and  so  forth. 

But  the  fallout  of  all  of  that  is  that  I  think  that  the  FAA  was 
not  as  sharp  as  they  should  have  been  in  managing  their  flight  op- 
erations activities.  Once  I  understood  the  way  that  we  approached 
this,  historically  it  has  been  done  in  that  manner,  I  asked  a  ques- 
tion which  I  think  you  would  ask.  I  would  assume:  Why  aren't  our 
standards  as  high  as  everybody  else,  as  if  in  fact  they  are  not. 

I  think  probably  we  certainly  intended  them  to  be  as  high  as  ev- 
erybody else's.  We  did  not,  in  my  opinion,  have  the  organizational 
structure  and  regulations  in  place  to  see  that  that  happened.  So 
the  first  thing  I  did  was  instruct  the  senior  flight  operations  per- 
sonnel and  management  personnel  in  the  agency  to  review  the 
overall  management  of  the  flight  operations  activities  in  not  only 
in  the  flight  inspection  area  but  in  all  other  areas  where  we  oper- 
ate aircraft.  I  also  asked  the  question,  is  it  reasonable  for  us  to  set 
the  same  training  and  regulatory  environment  that  we  ask  of  air 
carriers.  That  is  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  are  doing  that  now? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir.  That  was  done  before — it  was  under  way 
several  months  before  the  accident  report  was  issued. 

HIGH  DENSITY  SLOT  RULE — BUSINESS  EXPRESS  REQUEST 

Mr.  Wolf.  Good. 
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I  have  asked  you  about  the  commuter  slot  question.  I  just  want- 
ed to  go  back  to  that  a  little  bit.  The  question  I  had  asked  you  is 
regarding  Business  Express,  Delta  Airlines'  subsidiary,  petitioning 
DOT  to  use  commuter  slots  for  large  jets  in  high  density  airports, 
including  National.  We  had  been  told  it  was  ready  to  be  an- 
nounced. 

I  don't  know  if  you  talked  to  anybody  at  lunch  time  or  not,  but 
the  use  of  commuter  slots  was  part  of  the  agreement,  too,  at  Na- 
tional Airport.  I  would  hope  you  will  not  change  that  there  either. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  did  not  talk  to  anybody  at  lunch  about  it,  I  apolo- 
gize. I  could  have. 

Mr.  Wolf.  No,  that  is  not  important.  I  just  wanted  to  come  back 
to  it  because  the  bells  had  rung  and  we  were  running.  And  you 
would  not  be  expected  to  know,  although  people  that  work  for  you 
would,  the  controversy  that  developed  with  regard  to  that  and  the 
commuter  slots.  It  was  a  very  delicately  crafted  compromise,  which, 
frankly,  without  the  slot  provisions,  the  whole  airport  transfer  leg- 
islation would  never  have  happened.  So  if  as  you  are  looking  at  the 
other  issue,  you  should  consider  that. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

AIRPORT  NOISE 

Mr.  Wolf.  Airport  noise.  In  an  audit  of  the  noncompatible  devel- 
opment and  airport  noise  compatibility  program,  the  IG  found 
noncompatible  development  was  occurring  around  6  of  10  airports. 
The  IG  further  estimated  this  would  wind  up  costing  the  taxpayer 
about  $75.6  million  in  Federal  grant  funds  to  mitigate  the  effects 
of  airport  noise. 

Having  lived  through  the  National  experience,  I  am  a  little  con- 
cerned over  what  is  taking  place  out  at  Dulles.  I  want  to  make  sure 
we  do  not  "close  the  donut"  there  and  have  the  same  problem. 
While  the  IG  did  not  take  issue  with  the  way  the  FAA  draws  the 
noise  contours  around  the  airport,  the  IG  did  say  the  FAA's  re- 
sponse to  potential  noncompatible  development  has  been  mixed.  It 
was  noted  that  while  two  FAA  regions  have  been  aggressive  at  in- 
forming sponsors  that  Federal  noise  grant  funds  are  not  being  pro- 
vided for  noise  mitigation  remedies  on  new  noncompatible  develop- 
ment, FAA  headquarters  and  the  remaining  regions  have  been  re- 
luctant to  take  an  aggressive  stand. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  am  not  intimately  familiar  with  that  either.  Con- 
gressman, but  I  think  probably  what  I  should  say,  therefore,  is  that 
I  will  get  you  the  information  on  that  right  away. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Fine.  Because  Dulles  is  an  economic  engine  for  this 
region,  for  my  congressional  district,  but  also  the  entire  region,  par- 
ticularly with  the  international  flights.  In  1981,  before  we  trans- 
ferred the  airports  over,  it  had  2.1  million  passengers  and  now  it 
is  up  to  about  12  million  and  growing.  And  if  you  begin  to  enclose 
the  airport  with  housing  later  you  have  that  noise;  then  you  have 
noise  mitigation  costs  and  problems  in  the  area.  So  if  you  can  keep 
them  from  developing  close  in,  then  it  saves  future  headaches. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  I  will  provide  you  an  answer  to  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 


506 


While  the  FAA  believes  that  the  IG  has  overestimated  the  potential  amount  of  Federal  grant 
flinds  that  would  be  spent  to  remove  new  noncompatible  development  around  airports,  the  FAA 
is  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  local  jurisdictions  are  in  many  cases  still  permitting  residential  and 
other  noise  sensitive  development  in  noise-impacted  areas  near  airports. 

The  control  of  land  uses  for  aviation  noise  purposes  is  a  complex  and  controversial  issue.  Most 
major  airports  in  metropolitan  areas  that  have  serious  noise  problems  are  surrounded  by  multiple, 
independent,  local  governmental  jurisdictions  that  individually  control  land  uses  within  noise- 
impacted  areas.  There  are  a  variety  of  reasons  why  local  jurisdictions  continue  to  permit 
noncompatible  development,  despite  the  efforts  of  the  airports  themselves.  Local  jurisdictions 
may  not  recognize  the  noise  problem;  they  may  oppose  the  airport  and  not  want  to  make  land  use 
concessions  to  it;  they  may  simply  acquiesce  to  local  development  pressure  and  its  economic 
benefit  (including  expanding  the  tax  base  of  the  community);  or  they  may  have  other  higher 
priorities  (such  as  increasing  the  stock  of  housing  on  developable  land). 

The  FAA  is  pleased  to  report  that  the  governments  of  Fairfax  and  Loudoun  Counties  around 
Dulles  International  Airport  continue  to  aggressively  oppose  new  noncompatible  development 
around  Dulles.  These  counties  fully  recognize  the  economic  and  transportation  importance  of 
Dulles  and  are  pursuing  policies  to  prevent  the  types  of  situations  that  have  occurred  at  other 
airports.  As  recently  as  April  5,  1994,  the  FAA  wrote  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Fairfax  County 
Airports  Advisory  Committee,  lending  FAA's  support  to  proposals  for  stringent  land  use 
compatibility  policies. 

The  question  arises  as  to  what  the  FAA  can  do  to  discourage  new  noncompatible  development 
around  airports  when  local  governments  do  not  pursue  the  policies  of  a  Loudoun  or  Fairfax 
County.  The  IG's  recommendation  is  to  deny  Federal  funding  to  mitigate  an  airport's  noise  impact 
on  new  noncompatible  development.  The  FAA  is  currently  considering  whether  such  a  policy 
would  provide  sufficient  leverage  to  alter  the  land  use  practices  of  local  jurisdictions  that  are  not 
airport  owners.  On  the  negative  side,  the  brunt  of  this  policy  would  fall  on  airport  owners,  who 
may  have  very  limited  influence  over  land  development  decisions,  and  on  citizens  living  around 
airports,  who  may  not  have  been  fijUy  cognizant  of  the  noise  problem  when  they  purchased 
properties.  As  time  passes,  the  question  of  who  was  there  first— the  airport  or  the  homeowner- 
tends  to  assume  less  prominence.  In  view  of  the  complexity,  sensitivity,  and  uncertain 
consequences  of  a  revised  Federal  funding  policy,  the  FAA  is  not  prepared  to  pursue  such  a  policy 
without  additional  analysis  and  broad  industry  and  public  review. 

The  FAA  has  proposed  in  the  Administration's  AIP  reauthorization  package  the  provision  of 
land  use  compatibility  planning  and  implementation  grants  to  states  and  local  jurisdictions  around 
airports  that  are  not  airport  sponsors.  This  proposal  reflects  discussions  by  the  Study  Group  on 
Compatible  Land  Use,  established  by  the  FAA  to  assist  in  the  development  of  a  national  strategy. 
Participating  in  this  Study  Group  are  representatives  of  airports,  the  airline  and  air  freight 
industry,  the  business  aircraft  community,  state  and  local  governments,  NOISE,  and  academia. 

While  the  Study  Group  on  Compatible  Land  Use  is  not  due  to  submit  recommendations  to  the 
FAA  until  the  end  of  1994,  preliminary  discussions  have  focused  on  better  cooperative  planning 
interactions  between  airport  owners  and  jurisdictions  controlling  land  uses,  supported  by 
appropriate  Federal  incentives  —  rather  than  either  Federal  land  use  mandates  or  punitive  Federal 
financial  measures.    Comments  submitted  on  theAdministration's  compatible  land  use  initiative  in 
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AIP  reauthorization  by  organizations  represented  on  the  Study  Group  have  improved  upon  this 
initiative  and  are  included  in  Section  116  of  the  March  11,  1994  staff  draft  of  Senate  bill  1491. 
(Section  116  additionally  includes  a  requirement  that  land  use  compatibility  grants  must  be  co- 
sponsored  by  the  airport  owner,  which  is  a  concept  that  we  believe  was  inadvertently  carried  over 
from  a  previous  draft.  Co-sponsorship  does  not  presently  have  industry,  local  government,  or 
FAA  support.)  The  FAA  expects  to  pursue  additional  new  initiatives  to  discourage  the 
construction  of  noise-sensitive  development  around  airports  after  receiving  the  recommendations 
of  the  Study  Group  on  Compatible  Land  Use. 
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SUSPECTED  UNAPPROVED  PARTS 


Mr.  Wolf.  Another  one  was  on  the  issue  of  suspected  unap- 
proved parts.  Last  year,  in  testimony  before  the  committee,  the 
FAA  did  not  seem  to  think  that  bogus  parts  presented  a  major 
safety  problem.  The  IG  again  recently  completed  an  audit  of  FAA- 
approved  repair  stations  which  disclosed  the  use  of  aircraft  parts 
of  unknown  design,  quality  and  origin. 

In  their  response  to  questions  from  this  committee  at  a  hearing 
last  month,  the  IG  testified,  quote,  "At  12  of  the  repair  stations  we 
reviewed  of  those  parts  sampled,  43  percent  of  all  newly  purchased 
parts  and  95  percent  of  parts  purchased  from  distributors  or  bro- 
kers did  not  have  reasonable  evidence  of  either  FAA  production  ap- 
proval status  or  conformity  with  U.S.  industry  specifications." 

The  IG  also  indicated  that  the  response  to  the  report  from  the 
FAA  Administrator  was  that  the  FAA  does  not  agree  that  the 
weakness  identified  by  this  report  was  sufficiently  material  enough 
to  be  reported  to  the  Secretary  and  Congress.  NTSB,  since  1984, 
has  said  there  were  76  accidents  in  which  bogus  parts  were  in- 
volved, and  then  they  go  on  and  there  were  some  other  pilots  and 
people  killed. 

Last  year,  the  committee  included  language  that  directed  DOT  to 
initiate. a  rulemaking  to  establish  regulation  of  parts  brokers.  The 
only  link  in  the  chain  which  is  not  currently  regulated.  We  put  the 
language  in,  the  Senate  knocked  it  out.  Based  on  that,  do  you  have 
any  feeling  that  we  should  put  the  language  in  and  try  to  convince 
the  Senate  to  keep  it  in?  Or  would  you  now  support  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  bogus  parts  or  counterfeit  parts,  whatever  you 
want  to  call  them,  or  unregulated  or  uncertified  parts  may,  I  say 
may,  constitute  a  serious  problem.  It  is  an  issue  that  is,  frankly, 
vexing  to  me  because  I  have  asked  our  people,  and  I  have  read  the 
IG's  report.  From  my  own  experience  being  an  operator  and  selling 
parts,  a  lot  of  parts,  it  is  not  quite  as  straightforward  as  one  might 
assume.  We  agree  with  parts  of  the  IG's  report  and  we  disagree 
with  parts  of  her  report. 

I  think  what  I  would  like  to  tell  you  this  afternoon  is  that  what 
I  have  been  doing  is  working  with  the  senior  staff  at  the  FAA  to 
try  to  really  understand  this.  I  knew  this  question  would  be  asked 
and  I  could  have  posited  some  answer  that  would  be  acceptable  to 
everybody. 

Mr.  Wolf.  We  know  you  would  not  do  that. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  would  rather  tell  you  that  I  am  concerned  about 
this  issue,  too.  I  do  not  know  what  the  answer  is  yet,  but  I  am 
going  to  find  an  answer,  and  I  am  going  to  do  that  as  quickly  as 
I  can. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Okay,  because  it  is  also  a  safety  issue,  and  who  knows 
what  groups  are  involved.  It  does  appear  that  there  is  a  problem 
and  something  should  be  done,  but  that  is  fine. 

The  last  question  is  airport  security. 

Maybe  Iwill  just  come  back  after  voting  and  ask  it.  I  don't  want 
to  keep — do  you  want  to  go  vote? 

Mr.  Carr.  Go  vote. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  will  go  vote  and  then  come  back  and  ask  that  one 
question. 
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Mr.  Carr.  We  will  take  a  short  recess. 

[Brief  Recess.] 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  resume  the  hearing. 

I  understand  that  there  is  going  to  be  a  vote  in  about  a  half- 
hour,  and  so  I  am  going  to  modify  what  I  had  earlier  announced. 
We  will  go  that  half-hour.  When  we  have  the  next  vote,  we  will  ad- 
journ for  the  day.  The  Administrator  is  going  to  get  on  a  plane  and 
go  to  Seattle  later  today,  and  given  time,  space,  and  distance  and 
everjrthing,  I  have  excused  him  from  being  here  tomorrow.  The 
Deputy  will  be  here;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

FLIGHT  INSPECTION  OFFICE  CONSOLIDATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  And  we  can  continue  our  questions  then. 

I  don't  see  the  associate  staff  here,  but  you  might  put  a  phone 
call  out  to  some  folks  and  indicate  that  if  they  want  to  ask  a  ques- 
tion of  Mr.  Hinson  on  the  record,  they  best  get  over  here  quick. 
That  is  the  way  we  will  do  that. 

Let  me  just  say  that  given  time  is  so  short,  I  am  sure  with  some 
of  these  things  we  will  get  back  with  the  Deputy  tomorrow;  I  would 
like  to  just  alert  you  that  I  have  a  little  bit  of  interest,  and  I  would 
like  to  speak  with  you  maybe  at  some  other  time  about  the  han- 
dling of  the  flight  inspection  area  offices.  I  know  that  there  is  a 
consolidation  under  way. 

We  were  grateful  of  the  news  that  Battle  Creek  was  not  going 
to  be  eliminated.  The  complexion  of  its  work  force  might  be 
changed.  Do  you  have  any  late  breaking  information  about  what 
the  plans  are  for  the  flight  inspection  consolidation? 

Mr.  Hinson.  No,  sir.  I  think  you  understand  it  correctly.  Battle 
Creek  will  continue.  The  Tokyo  and  Frankfurt  offices  are  going  to 
be  relocated  to  Oklahoma  City,  for  the  most  part. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  the  aircraft  will  be  going  to  go  back  and  forth; 
is  that  what  I  understand? 

Mr.  Hinson.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  correct.  It  is  less  expensive  to  do 
it  that  way. 

Mr.  Carr.  Might  be  less  expensive  to  base  that  function  some- 
where other  than  Oklahoma  City.  There  are  some  of  us  who  think 
that  Oklahoma  City  likes  to  grab  off  things  for  their  own  purposes. 

Mr.  Hinson.  I  understand  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  nothing  against  Oklahoma  City.  Some  of  my 
best  friends  live  in  Oklahoma  City.  It  is  just  a  matter  that  we  have 
other  areas  of  the  country  that  could  service  Tokyo  and  Frankfurt 
ably.  Why  Oklahoma  City? 

Mr.  Hinson.  There  were  some  cost  analyses  done,  and  there  are 
some  synergies  that  relate  to  the  technical  training  and  facilities 
we  have  in  Oklahoma  City  that  are  consistent  with  the  flight  in- 
spection operation.  It  is  viewed,  from  the  employees  perspective,  to 
be  a  very  desirable  location  for  most  of  our  flight  inspection  em- 
ployees. So  there  are  a  number  of  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman. 

CENTRALIZING  PRODUCTION  OF  FLIGHT  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  about  the  issue  of  centralizing  the  production  of 
the  procedures  in  Oklahoma  City?  That  could  probably  be  done 
anjrwhere,  but  I  think  the  key  connection,  and  unless  someone  con- 
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vinces  me,  I  am  persuaded  that  having  people  who  actually  make 
the  flight  checks  also  produce  the  procedures  is  also  an  important 
synergy. 

I  have  been  given  some  examples  of  flight  procedures  that  have 
been  crafted,  drawn,  if  you  will,  by  people  who  are  not  pilots  who 
will  make  them  really  not  that  user  friendly.  I  think  it  is  an  impor- 
tant synergy  to  have  pilots  producing  procedure  charts. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  I  understand  we  have  centralized  that  or 
are  in  the  process  of  doing  that.  I  quite  agree  with  you  that  we 
need  to  make  sure  that  that  particular  discipline  of  drafting  ap- 
proach procedures  and  policies  is  very  carefully  guided  and  reflects 
the  best  thinking  of  our  most  able  people  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  what  I  am  saying  is  I  think  that  ought  to  stay 
in  the  area  office  where  they  are  actually  out  flying  those  proce- 
dures; where  there  is  synergy  between  making  the  flight  checks  on 
a  particular  ILS,  going  back  and  noticing  that  there  are  obstruc- 
tions that  need  to  be  highlighted,  or  noticing  that  because  they 
have  been  flying  the  approach,  they  know  there  is  a  better  way  to 
do  it. 

You  are  not  going  to  get  that  if  it  all  goes  to  Oklahoma  City,  if 
the  creation  of  the  IFR  flight  procedures,  terminal  flight  proce- 
dures, are  all  in  Oklahoma  City.  You  are  going  to  miss  that  ele- 
ment, even  if  the  persons  who  might  be  drawing  those  procedures 
are  pilots. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  suspect  we  have  had  this  debate  in  the  agency  be- 
fore, and  before  I  say  something  else  that  I  should  not  say,  let  me 
find  out  for  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  If  you  would  report  back  to  us,  because  I  am 
pretty  interested  that  that  capability  still  stay  in  the  area  offices. 
You  might  want  to  lessen  it.  You  might  want  to  change  the  mix, 
and  so  on,  and  so  forth.  I  understand  there  might  be  some  other 
efficiencies  in  consolidating  in  one  place,  but  I  want  to  highlight 
that  I  have  an  interest  in  that  to  you. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Production  efficiencies  will  be  gained  by  a  more  streamlined,  centralized  proce- 
dures workforce  devoted  solely  to  the  development  of  instrument  flight  procedures. 
Efficiencies  include: 

Procedures  capability  increase  of  approximately  35%  without  increased  staffing 
which  reduces  procedures  backlog  and  accommodates  procedures  development  ac- 
tivities associated  with  emerging  technologies  such  as  GPS. 

Reducing  the  number  of  procedures  supervisors  from  20  to  7  which  increases  the 
supervisory  ratio  from  approximately  1:5.4  to  1:11. 

Reduced  training  requirement  costs  through  reduction  in  the  number  of  pilots. 

In  addition  to  the  efficiencies  realized,  qualified  and  trained  inspectors  from  the 
respective  flight  inspection  area  offices  will  evaluate  and  fly  all  instrument  flight 
procedures.  These  inspectors  will  continue  to  be  familiar  with  the  procedures,  ter- 
rain features,  navigational  giids,  and  other  considerations  affecting  the  overall  qual- 
ity of  our  procedures  products. 

THIRD  CHICAGO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  are  we  with  the  third  Chicago  airport? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  The  State  of  Illinois  has  provided  the  funds  to  the 
consulting  group  that  is  completing  the  study  on  the  third  airport 
site. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  there  is  no  FAA  money  in  this? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  No,  sir,  no  FAA  funding  is  in  there. 
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DETROIT  AIRPORT  RUNWAY  EXTENSION 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  would  indicate  that  at  least  this  Member  has 
a  real  serious  problem  with  launching  off  into  a  third  airport  at 
Chicago  until  we  examine  what  we  can  do  at  O'Hare.  And  I  know 
they  have  some  plans,  and  I  want  to  speak  in  support  of  those  gen- 
erally. 

I  wanted  to  also  just  alert  you  to  the  fact  that  we  are  trying  to 
formulate  in  Michigan  a  plan  for  lengthening  the  runway  at  De- 
troit City  Airport.  I  do  not  know  how  briefed  you  are  on  that  one, 
but  some  years  ago  a  former  mayor  had  a  rather  grandiose  plan 
to  create  the  next  major  hub  in  America  at  Detroit  City.  It  was 
never  going  to  happen,  and  I  would  not  have  supported  it. 

However,  we  did  recently  have  a  carrier,  Southwest  Airlines,  that 
had  been  for  five  years  serving  Detroit  City.  And  doing  so  success- 
fully with  one  glaring  exception:  the  runway  was  not  long  enough 
to  take  off  fully  loaded. 

So  with  the  lack  of  those  efficiencies  and  other  destinations  hav- 
ing a  better  infrastructure,  for  example,  a  longer  runway,  that  they 
could  more  effectively  utilize  their  aircraft,  they  made  the  choice  to 
pull  out  of  Detroit  City.  But  I  have  been  assured  by  that  airline 
that  there  is  a  market  there  for  a  service  they  would  like  to  pro- 
vide. The  shortcoming  was  about  1,000  feet  of  runway. 

Now,  there  are  problems  in  lengthening  the  runway.  It  is  in  an 
urban  area.  It  is  not  going  to  be  an  easy  fix,  but  this  mayor,  our 
new  mayor  in  Detroit  has  abandoned  the  grandiose  schemes  of  his 
predecessor  and  is  merely  about  the  nuts  and  bolts  of  trying  to 
make  that  runway  long  enough  so  that  an  airline  like  Southwest 
might  return  and  serve  a  market  that  has  already  been  proven. 

So  I  wanted  to  signal  to  you  that  I  am  going  to  be  working  with 
our  new  mayor  to  let  him  know  or  let  you  know  that  we  would 
hope  to  have  some  favorable  consideration  when  other  airports  of 
a  similar  situation  are  considered. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  When  the  airport  applies  to  us  through  the  regular 
process  for  grants,  it  will  be  given  every  consideration.  I  know  that 
situation  because  I  was  in  Chicago  then.  There  are  some  commu- 
nity issues  there  that  they  had  been  unable  to  resolve.  I  think  if 
they  can  resolve  those,  which  are  out  of  our  purview,  and  they 
come  to  us  in  a  formal  fashion,  we  will  respond  accordingly. 

PORTABLE  ELECTRONIC  DEVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  can  predict  for  you,  I  think,  that  those  collat- 
eral issues  are  going  to  be  solved  and  so  we  will  be  looking  forward 
to  working  with  you  on  that. 

I  have  another  area  that  I  want  to  discuss,  again  briefly.  Every- 
body who  has  been  in  these  hearings  knows  I  have  a  pet  peeve 
about  the  issue  over  portable  electronic  devices,  PED's. 

Last  year,  you  were  not  here,  but  I  had  a  great  story  about  how 
I  was  on  my  way  to  have  dinner  with  Steve  Wolf,  and  we  backed 
away  from  the  gate  at  Detroit  and  it  was  announced  that  the  radar 
was  down  and  we  would  have  an  hour  delay  in  the  airplane.  I 
mean,  for  whatever  reason,  they  did  not  want  to  take  the  airplane 
back  to  the  gate.  And  so  I  thought  I  would  do  some  telephoning 
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from  the  airplane  while  it  is  sitting  with  only  the  APU  running, 
and  I  was  told  I  could  not  do  that.  So  that  was  last  year's  story. 

This  year's  story  is  Northwest  Airlines.  We  are  at  Detroit  again 
and  coming  back  to  Washington,  D.C.,  and  we  get  out  to  the  end 
of  the  runway  and  we  start  our  takeoff  roll  and  abort  the  takeoff 
and  go  back  to  the  gate.  Turns  out  a  faulty  fuel  sensor  was  giving 
a  reading.  We  pulled  back  up  to  the  gate,  jetway  is  attached,  door 
is  opened,  and  it  is  announced  that  everybody  should  please  stay 
in  their  seats  because  we  have  maintenance  people  coming  aboard 
to  see  if  we  can  fix  this  thing. 

And  once  again,  I  thought,  well,  I  will  pull  out  my  cellular  phone 
and  call  my  office  and  tell  them  I  am  going  to  be  delayed,  and  I 
am  told,  in  rather  strident  terms,  that  I  cannot  use  my  cellular 
phone. 

They  cannot  do  that.  Now,  I  have  been  hammering  on,  and  Tony 
knows  all  about  this.  Tony  Broderick.  When  are  we  going  to  get 
this  issue  resolved?  For  three  years  now  I  have  been  hammering 
on  this  thing. 

We  put  money  in  here  to  get  a  study  going,  to  prove  once  and 
for  all  what  these  devices  do  or  don't  do  in  airplanes.  Pending  that 
study,  we  thought  we  had  an  agreement  about  what  some  reason- 
able parameters  would  be  on  the  use  of  PED's  on  airplanes.  And 
the  agreement  said  that  when  the  plane  is  on  the  ground,  it  is  not 
doing  anything,  particularly  when  it  is  at  the  gate,  when  the 
jetway  is  attached  and  the  door  is  open,  anybody  can  use  their 
PED's  if  they  want.  And  still  we  get  this. 

This  happened  three  weeks  ago,  Tony.  When  is  the  FAA  going 
to  tell  our  friends  in  the  airline  industry  you  cannot  do  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  You  had  asked  for  a  report.  The  RTCA  is  due  to  de- 
liver to  the  FAA  that  report  at  the  end  of  June.  They  are  on  sched- 
ule, according  to  their  manager  of  this 

Mr.  Carr.  They  are  on  their  schedule,  that  is  the  problem.  For 
three  years  this  has  been  going  on. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  We  will  share  it  with  you  immediately  when  we  get 
it. 

CWF  TRAINING  AT  THE  ACADEMY 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  would  ask,  through  you  to  Tony,  to  put  out  yet 
another  advisory,  Tony.  If  this  happens  to  me,  and  it  is  still  hap- 
pening— and  I  did  engage  in  a  fairly  friendly  conversation  with  the 
commander  of  that  aircraft  later  on,  and  he  pulled  out  his  book 
that  gives  his  guidance  from  his  company  £ind  the  guidance  was  to- 
tally inadequate.  Absolutely,  factually,  totally  inadequate. 

And  so  I  just  wish  that  you  would  put  out  another  advisory  that 
merely  because  you  are  sitting  in  an  airplane  due  to  some  mainte- 
nance issue,  you  do  not  lose  your  rights  as  a  U.S.  citizen.  Now,  I 
know  they  have  all  those  little  phones  installed  in  the  back  of  those 
seats  and  they  want  you  to  use  them  so  that  they  can  get  some 
money  off  of  your  sitting  there  desiring  to  communicate.  But  when 
you  are  in  an  airplane,  you  are  not  a  prisoner.  You  are  obliged  to 
follow  the  rules  and  regulations  required  by  safety,  but  you  are  not 
a  prisoner  and  you  do  not  lose  your  rights  to  behaving  in  a  respon- 
sible manner  as  an  individual  citizen. 
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So  on  behalf  of  the  passengers  of  America,  I  want  to  speak  up 
on  that  one.  And  I  have  some  detailed  questions  on  that  that  I  will 
ask  you. 

I  want  to  ask  a  couple  of  issues  on  the  MARC  program  and 
where  we  are  going  generally  on  controller  training.  Is  Oklahoma 
City  running  right  now,  the  Academy?  Is  there  a  class  there  right 
now? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  We  have  about  300  in  the  pipeline,  someplace.  I 
cannot  answer  that,  but  I  can  get  an  answer. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Currently  the  Academy  has  approximately  300  Air  Traffic  students  attending  var- 
ious courses  at  the  Academy.  These  include  controllers  receiving  initial  qualification 
training,  advanced  controller  training  and  specialized  training  for  staff  members, 
supervisors  and  managers.  During  FY  1994,  we  expect  to  train  approximately  2,100 
students  at  the  Academy.  Of  the  2,100  students  attending,  164  will  be  current  FAA 
employees  enrolled  in  initial  qualification  training;  i.e..  Cooperative  Education  Stu- 
dents, and  Air  Traffic  Assistants.  The  remaining  1,940  students  are  FAA  employees 
who  will  receive  advanced  or  specialized  training. 

Mr.  Pollard.  I  think  we  have  had  two  classes  out  there  and  they 
were  people  that  were  already  employees  of  the  FAA. 

Mr.  Carr.  So  we  are  not  training  new  controllers? 

Mr.  Pollard.  Not  new  controllers  there,  no,  sir.  Not  new  employ- 
ees that  are  new  controllers.  They  are  working  for  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  Would  you  introduce  yourself.  Bill,  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Pollard.  Bill  Pollard,  Associate  Administrator  for  Air  Traf- 
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FUTURE  REQUIREMENTS  FOR  ATC  TRAINING 


Mr.  Carr.  I  would  just  ask  you  for  maybe  some  general  com- 
ment, and  I  know  this  is  going  to  come  up.  Mr.  Sabo  has  an  inter- 
est in  this  area,  obviously,  from  his  geographic  point  of  view,  as 
well  as  his  interest  in  training,  but  it  appears  to  us  that  somehow 
or  other  FAA  has  to  resolve  this  particular  issue  of  air  traffic  con- 
trol training. 

I,  for  one,  do  not  have  a  particular  brief  for  which  way  you  decide 
it.  Mr.  Sabo  might.  But  we  either  close  the  Academy  and  use  FAA 
personnel  to  certify  training  at  colleges  and  universities  around  the 
country,  such  as  MARC,  and  we  get  our  training,  our  controllers, 
from  there,  or  it  would  seem  we  do  not  hire  through  colleges  and 
universities  anymore,  and  we  keep  Oklahoma  City's  Academy 
warm  with  retraining  or  some  other  thing.  And  when  we  do  have 
a  need  for  new  controllers,  we  open  up  with  the  valve  and  we  pour 
some  through. 

It  seems  to  me  that  while  we  are  reinventing  government,  we 
should  not  have  both  of  these  methods  out  there  not  doing  cost-ef- 
fective things. 

Has  MARC  got  a  class  now?  Mr.  Pollard,  does  MARC  have  a 
class  now? 

Mr.  Pollard.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  At  some  point  they  have  been  asked  to  stand  down; 
not  to  have  a  class? 

Mr.  Pollard.  Yes,  sir,  they  have  a  class  that  I  believe  graduates 
this  month.  It  is  the  last  class  they  are  recruiting  for.  We  have 
gone  out  to  those  programs,  kind  of  like  MARC,  with  other  college 
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training  initiatives,  and  told  them  our  hiring  is  greatly  reduced  and 
we  do  not  have  the  need  for  their  students  any  longer. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  an  unusual  situation,  because  the  air  traffic  con- 
trol is  really  the  only  employer  for  people  who  go  through  this.  It 
is  not  like  where  the  Federal  Grovemment  would  hire  some  but 
some  could  go  to  other  employers,  and  so  the  private  sector  or  the 
colleges  and  universities  of  America  are  free  to  go  do  other  things. 

Has  there  been  any  discussion  of  what  the  plan  ought  to  be? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  think  your  question  is  very  germane,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Historically,  the  air  traffic  controllers  that  have  been  trained 
at  the  schools,  with  MARC  being  one  and  there  are  others,  are  the 
result  of  the  fact  that  in  the  early  1980's  we  were  short  controllers 
and  needed  an  expeditious  way  to  get  controllers  into  the  field  and 
the  private  sector.  The  universities  stepped  in  to  help  our  own 
training  efforts  in  Oklahoma  City.  That  process  has  now  matured 
and  we  have  a  relatively  full  controller  work  force,  with  no  great 
unmet  demand.  In  addition,  we  have  some  former  controllers,  of 
which  you  are  aware,  who  are  interested  in  coming  back  to  the 
agency. 

I  agree  we  need  to  resolve  to  the  degree  that  we  C2in  whether  or 
not  we  do  it  at  Oklahoma  City  or  we  do  it  in  the  university  envi- 
ronment, or  whether  we  can  still  continue  to  do  it  in  some  fashion 
in  both.  I  might  point  out,  in  Oklahoma  City  we  do  a  lot  of  other 
training,  not  just  controllers.  We  train  lots  of  other  people  there, 
too,  for  other  disciplines.  It  is  a  question  we  need  to  address  and 
we  will  do  so. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  please  include  Mr.  Sabo,  too,  because  I  have 
been  talking  to  him.  He  is  an  important  Member  of  this  Committee 
and  he  is  also  Chairman  of  the  Budget  Committee.  He  has  a  major 
interest  here.  I  do  not  want  to  close  him  out  of  the  discussion. 

It  seems  to  me  we  cannot  continue  to  do  both,  and  I  would  like 
to  know  what  leadership  you  can  provide  us  in  which  way  we  really 
ought  to  go.  Indeed,  maybe  0MB  has  some  ideas  about  this,  I  do 
not  know. 

The  time  is  getting  late. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

GREGORY  MAY  MANAGEMENT  TRAINING 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr,  Chairman. 

I  have  several  questions.  One  just  caught  my  interest  that  the 
staff  had  put  together. 

Let  me  ask  you  this,  and  I  do  not  know  that  much  about  it,  but 
I  am  going  to  take  a  look  at  the  tape.  Says  here,  last  year  a  tele- 
vision news  station  ran  a  story  alleging  cult-like  training  by  FAA 
consultant  Gregory  May,  at  the  Center  for  Management  Develop- 
ment. 

According  to  the  IG,  who  was  conducting  an  investigation,  it  is 
alleged,  among  other  things,  that,  one,  trainees  were  tied  at  the 
wrist  in  small  groups  for  a  24-hour  period  and  required  to  sleep 
and  eat  while  tied  together;  two,  required  to  use  meditation  exer- 
cises; and,  three,  subject  to  name  calling. 

Do  you  know  anything  about  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  No,  sir,  I  do  not. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Sounds  like  Members  of  Congress.  We  are  sort  of 
chained  together  and  we  are  subject  to  name  caUing. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  why  he  is  running  for  the  Senate. 

If  this  is  accurate,  and  they  tell  me  there  is  a  tape  and  I  will  look 
at  the  tape,  but  if  it  is  accurate,  it  ought  to  stop.  And  then  the 
question  goes  on,  and,  again,  I  know  nothing  about  this 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Maybe  I  can,  if  I  may  interrupt. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Sure  you  may.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  don't  think  that  the  IG  has  issued  a  report  that 
I  am  aware  of  on  this.  However,  I  do  know  our  training  program 
at  the  Center  for  Management  Development  has  been  completely 
revamped.  I  do  not  believe  this  person  is  any  longer  associated  with 
FAA  in  any  way  whatsoever.  I  think  while  we  can  look  back  and 
learn  some  lessons,  I  think  where  we  are  going  is  okay. 

Mr.  Wolf.  But  I  still  want  to  know  more  about  it.  The  question 
goes  on,  it  said:  Mr.  May  had  been  under  contract  with  the  FAA. 
Then  it  said:  Within  a  few  weeks  after  the  airing  of  the  show  the 
Director  for  the  Center  for  Management  Development  received  the 
Presidential  Rank  Award  based  upon  the  recommendation  of  senior 
FAA  officials,  including  then  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo. 

Since  the  allegations  of  a  serious  problem  at  CMD,  which  was 
known  at  the  time,  shouldn't  they  have  been  investigated  before 
the  administrator  of  the  facility  received  the  prestigious  award? 
This  sounds  crazy  to  me,  frankly,  and  to  be  putting  Federal  em- 
ployees through  this  type  of  activity.  If  you  are  talking  about  lead- 
ership and  leadership  talents  and  things,  but  to  be  tied  at  the 
wrists. 

And,  again,  I  don't  know  if  it  is  true.  They  tell  me  there  is  a  film. 
I  am  going  to  watch  the  film.  But  if  somebody  can  come  up — ^you 
do  not  have  to,  but  maybe  your  Deputy  or  somebody  come  up  to 
see  me,  I  want  to  see  it  and  see  if  it  has  gone  on.  It  sounds  a  little 
crazy  to  me.  And  I  may  even  interview  some  of  the  people  that 
have  gone  through  this. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  We  will  do  exactly  as  you  ask. 

CENTER  FOR  MANAGEMENT  DEVELOPMENT — NEEDS  AND  COSTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  Why  do  you  even  need  the  Center  down  there  when 
you  are  cutting  back  all  the  budgets? 

I  listened  to  what  Mr.  Mead  said,  and  the  Chairman  asked  you 
the  question  and  we  are  talking  about  the  whole  safety  issue,  and 
Ken  Mead  raised  a  couple  of  good  points,  and  I  thought  you  had 
pretty  good  answers,  but  why  do  you  need  the  Center  if  this  is 
where  we  can  save  money? 

Why  could  they  not  just  rent  the  Xerox  facility  or  the  local  Com- 
fort Inn  or  something  like  that?  And  what  does  the  Center  cost? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  cannot  give  you  the  exact  cost  data  on  the  Center, 
but  I  think  we  own  it.  Let  me  ask. 

Mr.  Stoer.  We  have  a  10-year  lease. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  We  have  a  10-year  lease. 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  many  employees  are  at  the  Center? 

Mr.  Stoer.  Six  FAA  employees  work  at  the  Center.  All  the  in- 
struction is  handled  under  contract. 

Mr.  Wolf.  It  sounds  to  me,  Mr.  Administrator,  that  what  you 
said  is  we  are  going  to  have  to  learn  to  do  things  differently.  And 
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I  was  shaking  my  head  agreeing  with  you  that  some  things  we 
need  to  do,  we  are  going  to  continue  to  do,  such  as  safety;  other 
things  we  would  Uke  to  do  but  we  can  no  longer  do.  Having  this 
Center  seems  to  me  that  it  is  in  that  second  category. 

Maybe  not  even  in  that.  Maybe  in  the  third  category.  Maybe 
something  that  is  not  even  needed.  Why  do  you  not  just  look  at 
selling  the  Center  and  doing  away  with  that  and  putting  the  money 
into  safety  or  putting  it  into  something  with  regard  to — I  see  this 
and  I  see  the  FAA  standards  on  the  operation  of  the  plans  and  I 
read  Mr,  Mead's  statement,  and  I  don't  know,  is  this  needed? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  That  is  certainly  a  fair  question.  I  think  you  would 
agree,  though,  I  certainly  do  believe  that  we  need  training  for  our 
employees  and  we  need  good  training. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  have  Oklahoma  City.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Even  with  the  downsizing  and  assuming  we  stay  in 
our  present  structure,  all  in  one  place,  we  will  still  have  46,000 
people  and  about  a  $9  billion  corporation,  depending  on  how  you 
look  at  it.  I  think  you  would  find  that  any  corporate  structure  of 
that  magnitude  in  any  private  sector  company  has  intensive  and 
ongoing  training  of  all  kinds  at  all  levels. 

Mr.  Wolf.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  So  the  challenge  you  are  posing  for  me  is  how  do 
we  continue  to  do  that  in  the  most  cost-effective  way.  I  think  that 
is  the  question,  if  I  could  extrapolate  it. 

Mr.  Wolf,  Right.  And,  again,  not  knowing,  frankly,  much  about 
this  until  I  happened  to  be  glancing  through  the  questions  that  the 
staff  put  together,  and  listening  to  you,  and  I  think  you  made  a 
very  persuasive  case,  frankly,  and  knowing  that  downsizing  will  hit 
you,  I  want  to  tell  you,  you  are  going  to  lose  some  awfully  good  peo- 
ple. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  I  know  that. 

AGE  60  RULE — IMPACT  ON  SUPPLY  OF  PILOTS 

Mr.  Wolf.  There  are  a  lot  of  people  taking  the  buyout  for  dif- 
ferent reasons,  and  I  think  you  are  going  to  lose  a  lot  of  outstand- 
ing people.  You  can  almost  argue  if  you  did  not  need  them,  why 
would  they  be  there?  But  I  know  people  taking  the  buyouts  in 
many  agencies,  and  I  don't  think  it  is  necessarily  going  to  be  good 
for  the  government  that  we  lose  these  people. 

Anyway,  look  at  it,  have  somebody  come  by  and  tell  me  what  the 
budget  is,  and  I  want  to  know  about  this  program  with  regard  to 
Mr.  May.  Maybe  how  long  you  have  retained  the  gentleman  and 
how  much  we  have  paid  him  over  the  last  10  years. 

On  the  airline  pilot  issue,  and  with  your  being  a  pilot  you  will 
be  able  to  help  me,  and,  frankly,  I  think  that  is  the  advantage  Mr. 
Carr  has  had  as  chairman  of  the  committee,  being  a  pilot.  I  am  not 
familiar  with  that.  But  in  a  just-issued  1994  annual  report  pub- 
lished by  the  Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics,  there  is  a  discus- 
sion about  the  potential  for  increased  retirements  of  airline  pilots 
in  the  next  10  years,  unless  the  mandatory  age  limit  of  60  is 
raised. 

According  to  this  report,  23,000  pilots,  or  one-third  of  the  work 
force,  will  retire  in  the  next  decade  under  this  limit.  And  of  course 
the  military  is  no  longer  turning  out  pilots  like  they  have  in  the 
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past.  Is  this  an  issue  the  FAA  is  focusing  on?  Are  you  concerned 
about  it? 

And  lastly,  should  there  be  given  any  thought  to  changing  the 
mandatory  retirement  age,  or  at  least  some  phased-in  effort?  Is  this 
a  good  idea,  bad  idea,  or  are  we  looking  with  regard  to  that  based 
on  this  report,  which  you  may  not  have  seen? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  There  are  several  questions  in  your  comments.  One 
is  to  what  degree  does  the  agency  have  an  interest  in  an  adequate 
supply  of  pilots  for  future  needs?  I  mean,  well-qualified  pilots.  And, 
of  course,  we  have  a  high  interest  in  that.  We  track  closely  pilot 
starts,  military  retirements,  so  forth,  and  so  on.  That  issue  is  an 
issue  all  of  its  own,  but  it  does  relate  directly  to  those  pilots  that 
are  going  to  retire  because  they  are  60  years  old.  Should  we  in- 
crease the  retirement  age  to  perhaps  mitigate  that  to  some  degree, 
or  just  because,  you  know,  61  or  62  or  63  is  just  as  safe  as  60? 

Mr.  Wolf.  Yes. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Of  course,  many  pilots  approaching  age  60  would 
like  us  to  take  it  up  very  quickly. 

AGE  60  RULE 

Mr.  Wolf.  How  old  are  you,  Mr.  Hinson? 

Mr.  Hinson.  Sixty-one.  I  still  fly,  so  I  am  somewhat  sympathetic. 

Mr.  Wolf.  You  were  a  commercial  pilot,  too? 

Mr.  Hinson.  Yes.  Yes,  I  was.  We  had  a  hearing  late  last  summer 
here  in  Washington,  on  the  "Age  60"  rule.  We  have  taken  evidence 
from  everybody  at  that  hearing,  plus  a  number  of  other  sources. 
And  we  are  in  the  process  in  the  agency  now  of  reevaluating  the 
"Age  60"  rule.  There  are,  as  you  would  expect,  various  viewpoints 
on  the  "Age  60"  rule. 

The  Airline  Pilots  Association,  which  represents  a  lot  of  the  air- 
line pilots  in  the  United  States,  thinks  it  is  a  good  rule  and  have 
taken  the  position  it  should  stay.  There  are  many  individual  pilots, 
however,  who  think  it  is  a  bad  rule  and  we  should  look  at  it  an- 
other way.  There  are  physicians  and  medical  people  on  both  sides 
of  the  question.  Some  who  say,  well,  we  have  had  no  accidents  in 
the  United  States  as  a  result  of  crew  incapacitation,  therefore,  the 
rule  is  good.  In  other  words,  any  problems  would  have  occurred  be- 
yond "Age  60,"  and  we  did  not  have  those  because  these  people 
were  no  longer  involved  in  active  flying.  Others  say  you  do  not 
know  that  because  the  population  as  a  whole  is  getting  healthier 
now  as  it  gets  older.  We  Imow  more  about  our  health  than  we  did 
25  or  30  years  ago  when  we  set  the  rule,  or  whenever  it  was.  So 
we  are  trying  to  address  this  issue.  I  don't  know  what  the  answer 
is  going  to  be  yet,  but  we  are  working  hard  on  it. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  it  is  an  important  issue.  I  don't  know  that  I 
think  that  is  what  you  ought  to  do,  but  if  the  military  is  turning 
out  fewer  and  fewer  pilots,  and  with  the  cutbacks,  I  would  feel 
much  more  comfortable  if  you  were  dressed  in  your  uniform,  with 
a  man  looking  the  way  you  do,  than  somebody  coming  in  31,  or 
something  like  that. 

Mr.  Hinson.  I  must  tell  you,  every  time  I  get  on  an  airliner  now. 
Congressmen,  I  realize  all  the  people  up  there  are  younger  than  I 
am,  and  that  does  give  me  pause  once  in  a  while. 
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Mr.  Wolf.  So  if  you  can  keep  us  informed.  When  will  the  deci- 
sion be  made? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  cannot  tell  you  that  because  I  do  not  know.  Every- 
body is  asking  me  that  question.  When  I  know,  I  will  let  you  know 
right  away. 

AIRPORT  SECURITY 

Mr.  Wolf.  Airport  security,  the  PanAm  flight.  Where  are  we 
with  regard  to  that?  103.  It  has  been,  what,  five  years  now? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir.  We  have,  obviously,  a  very  active  security 
program  underway.  We  have  gone  from  essentially  zero  employees 
to  approximately  812  employees  in  our  security  force  now.  We  have 
security  people  all  around  the  world  at  every  major  international 
airport  where  United  States  citizens  board  for  flights  to  the  United 
States.  They  are  working  closely  with  the  local  airport  intelligence 
communities  to  make  sure  we  understand  the  threat  levels  at  those 
airports  so  we  can  take  appropriate  actions  if  those  threat  levels 
change. 

Not  only  did  we  have  to  implement  security  in  Sections  107  and 
108  of  our  regulations,  but  we  were  mandated  to  develop  explosive 
detection  devices  and  do  research  on  hardening  baggage  containers 
so  that  they  could  contain  limited  amounts  of  explosive.  Both  of 
those  programs  have  been  active. 

We  do  not  yet  have  a  technically  feasible  operational  explosive 
detection  system.  I  am  sure  you  appreciate  the  fact  that  it  is  easy 
to  say  "do  it",  but  science  has  its  own  time.  The  principal  problem 
we  have  with  it,  among  other  things,  is  that  all  of  the  systems  de- 
veloped so  far  have  a  very  high  false  indication  rate,  which  makes 
their  use  on  a  daily  basis  impractical.  We  would  back  traffic  up  for 
a  long,  long  way  in  a  busy  airport.  They  just  could  not  be  used.  The 
people  that  provide  and  work  on  these  sorts  of  technologies  are, 
however,  getting  closer.  I  think  I  can  say  we  are  confident  that  we 
will  have  that  technology. 

STATUS  OF  FOREIGN  SECURITY  TECHNOLOGY 

Mr.  Wolf.  Are  we  farther  ahead  or  are  the  French  or  Japanese 
further  ahead?  Who  is  further  ahead  on  it? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Well,  I  think  that  is  a  difficult  question  to  answer. 
I  am  hedging  because  we  have  set  different  requirements,  perhaps, 
than  others  have.  I  am  not  familiar  with  what  requirements  other 
countries  may  have  set,  although  we  talk  to  each  other.  We  have 
very  stringent  requirements  designed  into  our  request  for  tech- 
nology from  industry.  So  I  guess  my  answer  would  be  we  are  satis- 
fied that  our  requirements  will  meet  the  needs.  We  do  not  know 
whether  our  friends  in  other  countries  will  or  not. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  was  interested  from  that  perspective,  but  also  from 
American  jobs,  too;  making  sure  we  do  not  lose  those  like  we  did 
to  the  VCR  and  other  technologies. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  understand  what  you  are  saying.  Our  industry  is 
working  pretty  hard  on  this.  One  of  my  pleasant  duties  in  coming 
to  the  FAA  was  to  interview  and  ask  to  join  me  Admiral  Irish 
Flynn,  who  is  the  new  head  of  security  for  the  FAA.  Admiral  Flynn 
brings  with  him  background  of  not  only  working  with  one  of  the 
manufacturers  of  this  type  of  device,  but  also  having  had  part  of 
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his  career  experience  be  as  one  of  the  senior,  if  not  the  senior  anti- 
terrorist  expert  in  the  United  States  Navy. 

Mr.  Wolf.  If  you  can  keep  the  Committee  up  to  date  on  that,  I 
would  hke  to  know. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  worked  closely  with  other  countries  to  agree  on  EDS  performance 
standards  that  are  consistent  with  our  strict  national  certification  criteria,  and  to 
develop  and  test  equipment  to  meet  these  performance  requirements.  Nearly  all  of 
the  technologies  now  being  tested  or  demonstrated  in  other  countries  are  American. 
Their  development  in  nearly  all  instances  has  been  funded  or  assisted  by  FAA. 

Based  on  our  test  results,  including  recent  joint  tests  at  UK  airports,  the  Amer- 
ican technologies— designed  and  produced  in  the  United  States — are  currently  the 
best  produced  anywhere  in  the  world. 

EMPLOYMENT  CHOICES  OF  FORMER  FAA  PERSONNEL 

Mr.  Wolf.  One  last  question  and  one  request. 

I  am  trying  to  think  of  how  to  put  this.  I  have  been  concerned 
about  the  relationship  between  people  leaving  government,  people 
who  have  come  to  Washington  to  do  good,  then  leave  to  do  well. 

Obviously,  there  is  nothing  wrong  with  that,  to  a  certain  degree. 
But  I  have  been  a  little  bit  concerned  about  the  number  of  people 
who  have  left  to  work  for  foreign  interests,  but  also  within  the  gov- 
ernment and  perhaps  even  in  the  FAA. 

If  you  could  canvas  or  look  to  see,  of  your  major  contracts,  how 
many  former  FAA  employees  are  working  for  the  companies  that 
are  involved.  I  was  led  to  believe  that  you  had  several  who  were 
at  IBM  who  had  been  involved  in  the  AAS.  That  may  or  may  not 
be  true. 

And  let  me  just  set  the  record  straight  that  just  because  they  are 
there  does  not  mean  there  is  anything  wrong,  but  I  think  disclo- 
sure is  helpful. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  think  I  will  end  with  that. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir,  thank  you,  Mr.  Wolf. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Durbin. 

PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM  AT  CHICAGO 

Mr.  Durbin.  Thank  you.  I  apologize  for  coming  in  late,  but  I  am 
trying  to  juggle  another  Subcommittee  at  the  same  time,  and  I 
have  until  4  o'clock  when  we  resume  on  that  one.  I  know  you  have 
been  here  a  long,  long  time  and  I  will  make  it  as  brief  as  I  can. 

Tell  me  your  views  on  the  pay  demonstration  project  at  O'Hare. 
Air  traffic  controllers  tell  us  if  we  eliminate  it,  it  could  seriously 
jeopardize  the  quality  of  service  there  and  the  people  who  are 
available. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  First  of  all,  how  are  you  Congressman? 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Fine,  how  are  you. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Nice  to  see  you.  We  discussed  that  a  little  bit  ear- 
lier, but  let  me  quickly  say,  the  pay  demonstration  circumstances 
that  created  this  project  back  were  in  the  mid-1980s.  The  project 
was  put  in  place  in  the  later  1980s  for  the  five-year  period,  but  to- 
day's circumstances  are  quite  different.  We  have  a  mature  staff  of 
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controllers.  We  are  now  paying  locality  pay  in  Chicago,  in  New 
York,  and  in  other  localities,  which  we  were  not  paying  five  and  six 
years  ago. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Will  that  make  up  the  loss  or  the  difference? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Not  all  of  it,  but  some  of  it.  We  have  ample  evidence 
that  there  are  many  controllers  who  would  like  to  move  to  Chicago, 
independent  of  the  pay  demonstration.  The  last  time  we  had  a  bid 
for  six  or  seven  openings  there,  we  had  65  people  submit  their 
names  to  move  to  Chicago. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Was  that  at  an  enhanced  pay  level? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  No,  no,  my  understanding  is — I  want  to  double- 
check  that. 

Mr.  Stoer.  It  would  have  been  expired  by  the  time  they  would 
have  been  selected. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  The  pay  demonstration  project  would  have  expired 
by  the  time  they  would  have  been  selected.  So  they  were  aware 
that  it  was  going  to  expire;  and  certainly  not  this  Administrator 
and  certainly  not  my  senior  staff  ever  looks  forward  to  reducing 
anybody's  income  or  taking  away  a  benefit  that  has  been  in  place 
for  five  years.  That  is  a  very  difficult  decision. 

But  to  give  you  some  sensitivity  to  how  we  have  to  make  trade- 
offs in  an  era  of  diminishing  resources,  it  costs  us  about  $20  million 
a  year  to  run  the  pay  demonstration  within  the  agency.  If  we  con- 
tinue the  pay  demonstration,  we  are  going  to  have  to  get  that  $20 
million  from  other  parts  of  the  agency. 

If  I  were  required  to  reduce  our  staffing  an  equivalent  amount, 
it  would  be  an  equivalent  of  letting  go  275  full-time  equivalent  em- 
ployees, or  said  another  way,  about  550  people  would  lose  their  jobs 
because  we  have  part-time  and  other  things.  So  if  I  had  to  take 
this  pay  demonstration  and  provide  the  money  strictly  from  reduc- 
tion of  personnel  in  other  parts  of  the  agency,  it  is  about  550  peo- 
ple. 

So  when  we  looked  at  all  these  trade-offs,  we  concluded  that  it 
has  served  its  purpose.  It  was  successful  in  getting  people  to  bid 
into  New  York,  Chicago  and  other  high-traffic  areas,  but  we  believe 
that  purpose  has  now  been  served.  We  have  a  mature  work  force, 
and  it  is  no  longer  required. 

COMMUTER  SLOT  RULE — IMPACT  AT  O'HARE 

Mr.  Durbin.  Let  me  stay  on  the  subject  of  O'Hare  and  talk  about 
the  commuter  slot  rule.  The  slot  system  was  obviously  put  in  place 
for  safety  and  noise  considerations,  but  it  has  become  somewhat 
important  to  small-  and  medium-sized  communities  to  guarantee 
access.  We  asked  in  last  year's  appropriation  bill  for  you  to  help 
fund  a  study  through  the  Illinois  Department  of  Transportation  on 
air  service  for  small-  and  medium-sized  communities. 

Help  me  look  to  the  future.  What  is  the  future  in  terms  of  our 
access  in  down  state  Illinois,  Springfield,  communities  like  that,  to 
hub  airports  like  O'Hare? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Let  me  start  with  an  overview.  We  have,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  Secretary  and  by  the  Vice  President's  Reinventing 
Government  Initiative  and  by  the  Airline  Commission,  begun  a  re- 
view and  detailed  study  of  the  entire  high-density  rule.  It  has  been 
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in  place  for  many  years  now.  That  includes  O'Hare,  Kennedy, 
LaGuardia  and  National  Airports. 

The  purpose  of  that  study  is  to  ask  the  question:  are  the  cir- 
cumstances that  caused  us  to  put  the  high-density  rule  into  effect 
in  the  first  place,  still  valid?  If  they  are,  to  what  degree?  Or  if  they 
are  not,  why  not?  And  what  is  the  proper  way  in  today's  environ- 
ment to  deal  with  the  issue  of  crowding  at  those  four  major  impor- 
tant airports?  That  study  is  due  to  be  completed  for  the  Secretary 
in  November. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Did  I  hear  you  mention  the  access  question  as  part 
of  your  concern  in  this  study? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Of  course,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  For  the  small-  and  medium-sized  communities  you 
said  it  would  be  completed  by — 

Mr.  HiNSON.  By  November.  By  law,  we  are  required  to  always 
consider  the  questions  of  access  and  cost  for  all  users. 

SMOKING  INCIDENT  ON  AMERICAN  AIRLINES 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Good.  I  have  a  couple  other  questions.  One,  I  sent 
you  a  letter  about  three  weeks  ago  concerning  an  American  Air- 
lines incident  involving  some  passengers 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DuRBiN  [continuing].  Smoking  on  the  plane,  dismantling  a 
smoke  detector  and  threatening  the  air  crew.  Do  you  know  what 
is  going  on  with  that? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes.  In  that  circumstance,  what  happened  when 
they  landed,  the  captain,  the  police,  the  airport  police  came  and 
handled  the  entire  transaction.  The  FAA  was  not  involved  in  any 
way.  In  fact,  the  FAA  did  not  even  know  about  the  incident  for 
many  days  afterwards. 

We  just  recently  received  through  our  internal  processes,  the 
FAA's  report  on  this  and  we  are  proceeding  with  an  investigation 
now.  But  it  was  simply,  there  was  a  disconnect  between  the  local 
airport  and  the  FAA.  We  did  not  know  about  it. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  I  think  it  is  pretty  important. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Of  course,  it  is. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  The  FAA  follow-through.  Because  the  feedback  from 
American  Airlines  and  the  crew  was  we  thought  we  were  doing  the 
right  thing  £ind  these  folks  went  way  beyond  just  being  unhappy. 
They  were  threatening  the  crew  and  we  stood  up  for  what  we  con- 
sidered to  be  our  position. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  And  I  think  FAA's  response  here  will  send  a  signal 
again  that  we  stand  behind  what  we  say  here  in  terms  of  regula- 
tion and  law. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  We  will  do  that. 

AUGMENTED  CREW  CONCEPT  FOR  FLIGHT  ATTENDANTS 

Mr.  DURBIN.  The  last  question  I  will  ask  you  is  about  the,  if  it 
has  not  already  been  asked,  is  the  augmented  crew  concept  for 
flight  attendants.  Has  that  been  addressed  at  all? 

Mr.  HiNSON.  No,  it  has  not. 

Mr.  DuRBiN.  We  have  heard  back  from  some  of  the  flight  attend- 
ants and  they  are  concerned  as  to  whether  or  not  this  proposed 
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augmented  crew  concept  will  adequately  address  their  concern 
about  fatigue  for  flight  crews. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  I  have  with  me  today,  Congressman,  Mr.  Broderick, 
who  is  over  our  certification  side.  This  is  an  issue  I  am  not  person- 
ally familiar  with,  but  I  think  he  is.  So  let  me  ask  him,  if  you  do 
not  mind,  to  address  you  on  that. 

Mr.  Broderick.  Tony  Broderick,  Associate  Administrator  for 
Regulation. 

We  have  a  rulemaking  that  we  are  just  finishing  up  on  that  spe- 
cific issue.  The  issue  you  raise  is  part  of  our  consideration  and  in 
order  not  to  endanger  the  rulemaking  process,  I  would  prefer  to 
just  let  that  go  on  and  we  will  act  on  it  very  appropriately,  and  as 
I  said,  specifically  address  that  issue. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  Fair  enough.  Thanks. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Yes,  sir. 

CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Carr.  Once  again,  thank  you  for  your  cooperation  and  we 
will  adjourn  now  until  tomorrow,  and  we  will  be  glad  to  welcome 
the  Deputy  Administrator. 

Mr.  HiNSON.  Do  not  make  it  too  difficult  for  her,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  DURBIN.  We  would  not  dare. 

[The  following  questions  were  submitted  for  the  record:] 

AVIATION  WORKLOAD  INDICATORS 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Hinson,  according  to  data  presented  with  your 
budget,  the  FAA  expects  most  indicators  of  aviation  workload  to  in- 
crease in  fiscal  year  1995,  after  two  years  of  flat  or  declining  activ- 
ity. 

For  example,  revenue  passenger  miles  are  expected  to  go  up  by 
5.2  percent,  IFR  aircraft  handled  is  up  1.8  percent,  and  operations 
at  airports  with  FAA  towers  is  up  1.5  percent. 

However,  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes  to  reduce  staffing 
by  2,075  stadff  years,  4.1  percent,  compared  to  the  fiscal  year  1993 
levels.  Recent  FAA  testimony  indicates  the  reduction  could  be  as 
high  as  6  percent  of  your  work  force.  Doesn't  the  increasing  work- 
load raise  the  risk  that  you  will  not  be  able  to  accommodate  such 
a  large  staffing  reduction  and  maintain  your  current  level  of  serv- 
ice to  aviation  users? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  will  be  reducing  its  staff  by  12  percent  (6,505  FTE's)  through  FY  1999  in 
accordance  with  the  Administration's  policy  as  articxilated  in  the  National  Perform- 
ance Review.  Staffing  reductions  have  been  targeted  at  the  non-safety  workforces 
and  management  layers  in  an  effort  to  protect  the  safety  critical  workforces.  The 
non-safety  workforces  will  decline  through  continued  application  of  a  hiring  freeze, 
attrition,  use  of  early  out  and  buyout  authority,  and  agency  initiatives  to  streamline 
organizations  and  reduce  supervisory  ratios.  In  addition,  we  are  making  a  number 
of  investments  through  the  Capital  Investment  Plan  that  will  increase  the  produc- 
tivity of  our  workforce  (e.g.  remote  maintenance  monitoring;  flight  service  station 
consolidation;  aeronautical  data  link  applications,  etc.) 

We  expect  to  maintain  and  expand  if  necessary  our  current  level  of  service  to 
aviation  users. 
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ATC  SUPERVISORS-FAA  STAFFING  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  not  exempting  air  traffic  control  supervisors 
from  the  reductions?  Why  are  these  positions  expendable? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA,  like  all  agencies,  is  streamlining  operations  and  reducing  the  supervisor 
to  employee  ratio.  A  great  deal  of  the  resource  requirement  for  supervisors  was  de- 
voted to  administrative  duties.  We  are,  where  appropriate,  reducing  the  unnecessary 
administrative  functions  that  supervisors  perform. 

MAINTENANCE  OF  ATC  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Maintenance  of  ATC  equipment  is  a  critical  part  of 
the  FAA's  mission.  Without  proper  maintenance,  flights  are  often 
delayed  and  safety  can  be  affected.  I  understand  that  you  will  be 
cutting  administrative  support  and  management  positions  related 
to  your  maintenance  activities,  but  not  field  maintenance. 

What  new  management  techniques  or  technologies  are  you  im- 
plementing to  allow  your  field  personnel  to  work  with  less  manage- 
ment oversight  and  less  administrative  support? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Airway  Facilities  has  begun  a  number  of  initiatives  in  this  area,  understanding 
that  simply  changing  structure  does  not  make  an  organization  work.  We  are  in  the 
development  stages  of  a  cultural  change  effort  that  includes  self-managed  teams  and 
true  empowerment.  In  addition,  the  changeover  to  an  operations  control  center  envi- 
ronment will  allow  for  remote  access  to  the  field  facilities  and  equipment  and  long- 
distance access  to  management.  Automation  capabilities  will  require  less  adminis- 
trative paperwork.  Please  keep  in  mind,  however,  that  these  changes  will  take  time 
and  paradigm  shifts  as  well  as  initial  investments  to  develop  and  prototype. 

NON-CONTROLLER  WORKFORCE  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  When  you  exempt  most  of  the  air  traffic  control  work 
force,  that  leaves  about  24,000  positions  which  would  be  subject  to 
a  reduction  of  6,000  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1999.  In  other  words, 
about  25  percent  of  your  noncontroller  work  force  would  be  cut. 

With  this  magnitude  of  a  cut,  it  is  certain  that  you  will  be  doing 
less  of  certain  activities.  Which  activities  will  be  affected,  and  have 
you  quantified  the  impact  to  aviation  users? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Senior  level  groups  are  currently  examining  out-year  staffing  and  organizational 
options  for  the  agency.  Until  these  groups  obtain  final  information  on  the  aggregate 
and  activity-specific  effects  of  the  buyouts  and  subsequently  finish  their  work,  it  is 
not  possible  to  specify  which  exact  activities  will  be  affected. 

We  do  know  the  following,  however: 

We  will  never  allow  staffing  reductions  to  denigrate  system  safety. 

We  will  never  allow  staffing  reductions  to  compromise  our  ability  to  effectively 
and  efficiently  provide  necessary  aviation  services  to  the  users  of  our  national  air- 
space system. 

Instead,  staffing  reductions  will  be  achieved  in  two  ways  primarily: 

Current  functions  that  are  determined  to  be  unnecessary,  largely  duplicative,  and 
not  vital  to  the  mission  of  this  agency  will  be  consolidated,  reduced,  or  eliminated, 
along  with  the  staffing  associated  with  those  functions. 

Current  functions  that  are  necessary,  not  dupUcative,  and  vital  to  the  mission  of 
the  agency  will  be  candidates  for  re-engineering,  whereby  processes  are  streamlined, 
management  layers  are  reduced,  and  employees  are  given  greater  authority.  These 
changes  will  also  allow  significant  reductions  in  staff. 

It  should  be  noted  that  all  of  the  6,000  reduction  will  not  come  from  the  non-safe- 
ty workforce.  For  example,  about  1,600  full-time  equivalents  will  come  from  the  Air 
Traffic  and  Airways  Facilities  activities  as  a  result  of  contracting  out  Level  1  towers 
and  downsizing  efforts  within  Airways  Facilities. 
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Naturally,  we  will  keep  the  Congress  appraised  of  significant  decisions  in  this 
area  as  they  are  made. 

FAA  STAFFING  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  request  assumes  that  you  will  contract  out  25 
low  activity  towers  in  fiscal  year  1995,  which  results  in  a  staffing 
reduction  of  250  positions.  Some  have  argued  that  the  contracting 
out  program  should  not  be  continued. 

If  we  were  to  decide  not  to  contract  out  any  more  towers,  where 
would  you  cut  the  additional  250  positions  in  fiscal  year  1995,  and 
what  effect  would  that  have  on  aviation  users? 

[The  information  follows:] 

If  the  25  low-activity  towers  are  not  contracted  in  fiscal  year  1995,  we  would  be 
unable  to  reduce  the  controller  work  force  by  the  250  positions.  The  250  position 
reductions  would  have  to  be  foregone  or  would  have  to  come  from  the  other  than 
controller  work  force  which  is  already  scheduled  for  significant  reductions  as  the 
FAA  and  the  Federal  Government  continue  to  downsize  and  streamline  operations. 
Further  reductions  in  those  already  planned  for  the  non-safety  work  force  would  im- 
pact our  capabiUties  in  several  areas  including: 

National  Air  Space  Planning; 

Environmental  and  noise  analyses; 

International  treaties  and  obligations; 

Training; 

Quality  assurance;  and 

Automation  support. 

BUYOUTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  positions  are  being  offered  "buyouts"  in  fiscal 
year  1994,  and  how  many  people  do  you  estimate  to  leave  by  the 
end  of  this  fiscal  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  general  strategy  is  to  offer  buyouts  to  all  FAA  employees  except  those  directly 
involved  in  safety-related  functions  such  as  air  traffic  control,  field  maintenance, 
and  safety  inspection.  In  some  Umited  circumstances,  we  have  offered  buyouts  to 
some  parts  of  the  safety  workforce,  e.g.  in  level  I  towers  scheduled  for  contracting 
out  and  air  traffic  first  level  supervisors. 

FAA's  buyout  window  extends  from  March  31  to  May  3,  1994.  As  of  April  18,  ap- 
proximately 2,300  people  have  applied  for  buyouts.  We  have  not  yet  confirmed  that 
all  of  these  employees  are  eligible  for  buyouts  or  will  actually  leave.  Our  best  esti- 
mate at  this  point  is  that  approximately  2,500  employees  will  take  a  buyout. 

OST  REDUCTIONS  TO  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  internal  budget  documents  last  July,  the 
FAA  originally  requested  $4,827  billion  for  operations  in  fiscal  year 
1995,  a  5-percent  increase  over  fiscal  year  1994.  The  actual  budget 
request  is  only  $4.58  billion,  a  reduction  of  almost  $250  million 
from  your  request,  and  no  increase  over  fiscal  year  1994. 

What  were  the  reasons  OST  gave  for  cutting  your  operations 
budget  so  much,  relative  to  your  request? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  question  leaves  the  reader  with  the  impression  that  OST  unilaterally  cut  our 
budget.  This  is  not  correct.  The  budget  material  which  was  submitted  to  OST  was 
a  beginning  point  for  a  highly  cooperative  FAA/OST  budget  formvdation  process, 
which  included  excellent  and  thorough  discussions  between  the  Secretary  and  Ad- 
ministrator. The  budget  finally  agreed  upon  was  a  direct  result  of  these  cooperative 
efforts. 

Reductions  to  our  initial  submission  were  made  possible  through  savings  associ- 
ated with  streamlining  activities,  reducing  staff,  and  implementing  other  NPR  ini- 
tiatives. These  and  other  reductions  ensured  that,  in  the  aggregate,  the  Depart- 
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merit's  budget  requests  to  Congress  meet  our  country's  transportation  priorities  and 
stay  within  necessary  budget  guidelines. 

STUDIES  RELATED  TO  FUNDING  CUTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  FAA  conducted  any  studies  to  indicate  that 
the  additional  cut  of  almost  a  quarter  of  a  billion  dollars  in  operat- 
ing expenses  can  be  accommodated  without  adverse  impact  on  the 
users  of  our  aviation  system? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  no  studies  associated  with  the  reduction  made  by  the  FAA  and  OST 
to  the  FAA's  initial  budget  material. 

More  important,  are  the  following  two  points: 

Comparing  the  final  budget  request  to  that  initially  submitted  to  OST  is  mislead- 
ing. Instead,  we  should  be  comparing  our  1995  request  to  that  enacted  for  1994.  In 
this  case,  we  find  that,  in  fact,  there  is  no  cut  associated  with  the  FAA;s  fiscal  year 
1995  Operations  budget  request  to  Congress.  Instead,  our  1995  Operations  budget 
request  of  $4,590.9  million  is  $400,000  above  the  enacted  1994  level.  Such  moderate 
growth  is  made  possible  by  taking  actions  consistent  with  the  NPR,  namely  stream- 
lining processes,  reducing  management  layers,  eliminating  any  unnecessary  or  du- 
plicative overhead  functions,  contracting  out  Level  I  towers,  and  consoUdating  select 
facilities. 

The  1995  request  will  not  adversely  impact  users  of  the  aviation  system.  FAA 
management  will  never  let  safety  and  efficiency  be  denigrated. 

TARGET  FIGURE  VS.  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Carr.  The  final  budget  figure  for  fiscal  year  1995,  $4.58  bil- 
lion, is  even  lower  than  the  target  figure  provided  last  summer  by 
the  Department,  $4,674  billion.  Since  the  President's  Executive 
Order  calling  for  cuts  in  staffing  was  promulgated  well  before  that 
time,  it  would  appear  that  these  further  cuts  had  more  to  do  with 
the  allocation  of  staffing  cuts  within  the  Department.  What  hap- 
pened between  July  1993  and  January  1994  to  convince  the  admin- 
istration that  the  FAA  could  be  even  further  reduced?  Were  the 
agency's  requirements  changed  in  significant  ways? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  target  figure  provided  last  summer  was  just  that — a  target  and  planning  fig- 
ure. It  was  not  and  was  never  intended  to  be  a  locked-in,  final  figure.  Instead,  the 
budget  process  begins  at  that  point  and  then,  after  numerous  iterations  and  trade- 
offs both  within  and  among  agencies,  final  budget  numbers  are  agreed  to  which  best 
reflect  the  priorities  of  the  President. 

As  for  the  FAA,  its  requirements  were  not  changed  in  any  significant  way  be- 
tween last  summer  and  the  submission  of  the  President's  Budget  in  February. 

COMPARATIVE  REDUCTION  IN  OPERATING  FUNDS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  FAA's  overall  request  was  re- 
duced in  the  President's  budget  by  11.5  percent,  with  the  oper- 
ations account  taking  the  second  largest  reduction  in  percentage 
terms,  13.6  percent.  The  FAA's  original  request  of  $5.3  billion  was 
cut  to  $5  billion  by  OST,  and  later  cut  to  $4.5  billion  by  0MB. 

It  would  seem  that,  for  at  least  the  past  two  years,  the  FAA  has 
done  a  poor  job  of  convincing  the  administration  of  the  need  for  in- 
creased operating  funds.  In  fact,  the  FAA  has  been  cut  internally 
much  worse  than  most  of  the  other  operating  administrations.  Why 
is  this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  by  far  the  largest  civilian  workforce  and  the  largest  civilian  salaries 
and  expenses  account  in  the  Department.  As  a  result,  there  are  significantly  more 


526 

opportunities  for  streamlining  and  for  realizing  NPR  and  other  efficiencies  in  the 
FAA  than  in  other  transportation  modes  and  many  other  agencies.  This  in  turn  al- 
lows for  reductions  in  operating  funds  greater  than  in  other  operating  administra- 
tions. 

IMPACT  OF  BUDGET  CUTS  ON  AIRLINE  COMMISSION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  report  of  the  National  Commission  to  Ensure  a 
Strong  Competitive  Airline  Industry  said:  "a  recent  0MB  memo- 
randum contemplates  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  in  operating 
and  maintenance  budget  reductions  for  FAA  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
These  cuts  would  have  a  devastating  impact  and  illustrate  how  the 
vagaries  of  the  Federal  budget  undermine  the  funding  stability  nec- 
essary to  provide  efficient  ATC  services,"  (page  8). 

Since  the  administration  is  trying  to  implement  the  findings  of 
the  Airline  Commission,  isn't  it  inconsistent  that  the  President's 
budget  should  include  the  severe  budget  reductions  which  were 
criticized  by  that  body? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  President's  budget  reflects  the  administration's  comprehensive  commitment 
to  provide  spending  discipline,  reduce  budget  deficits,  strengthen  economic  recovery, 
streamUne  program  delivery,  and  reduce  staffing,  especially  overhead  staffing.  It  in- 
cludes spending  plans  that  are  the  result  of  numerous  choices  among  significant 
competing  priorities.  It  may  reflect  individual,  aviation-related  spending  choices 
that  are  different  fi-om  those  the  airline  commission  would  have  made,  but  it  was 
done  in  the  context  of  choices  necessary  for  the  good  of  the  nation's  economy  as  a 
whole. 

SUNDAY  PREMIUM  PAY 

Mr.  Carr.  Current  law,  5  U.S.C.  5546,  requires  Federal  agencies 
to  pay  an  additional  25  percent  of  basic  pay  to  "an  employee  who 
performs  work  during  a  regularly  scheduled  eight-hour  period  of 
service — a  part  of  which  is  performed  on  a  Sunday." 

This  is  called  "Sunday  premium  pay."  Even  though  the  statute 
clearly  says  that  the  employee  must  work  on  a  Sunday  to  receive 
the  premium  pay,  and  several  Comptroller  General  decisions  af- 
firmed that  interpretation,  a  U.S.  Claims  Court  ruled  in  1991  that 
employees  are  entitled  to  such  pay  even  if  they  didn't  work. 

This  may  be  a  nice  windfall  for  controllers,  but  it  is  ironic  to  see 
the  FAA  cutting  over  2,000  staff"  years  due  to  budget  problems,  yet 
using  its  scarce  operating  funds  to  pay  employees  extra  for  time 
they  did  not  work.  Would  you  explain  how  we  find  ourselves  in  this 
situation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Prior  to  the  April  1993  decision  by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Federal  Cir- 
cuit, FAA  followed  the  regulations  issued  by  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management 
(0PM)  and  supported  by  decision  of  the  Comptroller  General  that  permitted  pay- 
ment of  Sunday  premium  pay  only  for  work  actually  performed  on  Sunday.  On  Au- 
gust 20,  1993,  OPM  issued  Federal  Personnel  Manual  Letter  550-79,  which  re- 
quired agencies  to  begin  pajdng  Sunday  premium  pay  in  compliance  with  the  court 
decision.  FAA  has  no  choice  but  to  comply  with  the  changed  OPM  policy  and  pay 
employees  Sunday  premium  pay  for  periods  of  authorized  absence  from  work  on 
paid  leave  which  occur  on  Sundays.  We  also  are  required  to  provide  back  pay  with 
interest  to  all  employees  who  submit  a  substantiated  claim  for  retroactive  Sunday 
premium  pay  which  accrued  prior  to  implementation  of  the  court  decision.  Employ- 
ees may  receive  retroactive  premium  pay  for  the  six-year  period  beginning  six  years 
prior  to  the  date  of  their  substantiated  claim. 
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Mr.  Carr.  As  I  understand  it,  this  costs  the  FAA  about  $37  mil- 
lion in  back  pay,  and  about  $6  million  annually.  Is  this  accurate? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  ciirrently  estimates  that  about  $33.5  milhon  is  required  to  settle  back 
pay  claims  for  Sunday  Premium  pay  and  approximately  $6  million  will  be  required 
for  recurring  annual  cost.  We  have  reached  settlement  agreements  and  subsequently 
paid  $24.1  million  in  back  pay  claims  to  the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllers  Asso- 
ciation ($21.4  million)  and  the  Professional  Airway  Systems  Specialist  ($2.7  million) 
unions.  We  anticipate  that  another  $9.4  million  will  be  required  to  settle  back  pay 
claims  with  the  two  remaining  unions:  National  Association  of  Air  Traffic  Specialists 
($2.3  million);  National  Association  of  Government  Employees  ($0.6  million):  and  in- 
dividual claims  by  Air  Traffic  and  Airway  Facilities  supervisors  and  staff  ($6.5  mil- 
lion). Afler  all  back  pay  claims  have  been  settled  we  anticipate  $6  milhon  will  be 
required  for  recurring  annual  cost. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  didn't  the  Administration  appeal  this  case? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Federal  Personnel  Manual  Letter  550-79  states  only  that  the  U.S.  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral decided  not  to  request  a  rehearing  of  the  decision  before  the  U.S.  Court  of  Ap- 
peals or  to  appeal  the  decision  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court.  We  have  no  insight  as 
to  why  that  decision  was  made. 

PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  FAA  proposed  to  end  the  Pay  Dem- 
onstration Program  early  due  to  budget  constraints,  and  the  Con- 
gress provided  an  extension  only  to  June  1994.  Our  committee  re- 
port last  year  read  as  follows: 

The  committee's  restoration  is  made  to  alleviate  the  impact  on  FAA  employees  by 
providing  longer  notice  that  the  program  will  not  be  continued.  However,  those  em- 
ployees should  begin  accepting  the  fact  now  that  the  committee  does  not  intend  to 
continue  the  program  beyond  fiscal  year  1994. 

With  the  final  data  in  on  this  program,  does  the  FAA  have  any 
new  evidence  to  indicate  that  the  program  is  worth  its  cost? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  continue  to  beUeve  that  continuation  of  pay  demo  beyond  its  scheduled  termi- 
nation is  not  warranted.  The  current  staffing  situation  is  markedly  different  than 
when  the  project  was  implemented  in  1989.  Since  then  the  controller  work  force 
(CWF)  has  moved  from  a  period  of  rapid  growth  to  one  of  maintaining  a  stable  work 
force.  The  number  of  full-performance-level  controllers  is  up,  and  attrition  rates  are 
at  historically  low  levels.  Over  80  percent  of  controllers  are  not  eligible  to  retire 
until  after  2001.  New  pay  incentive  such  as  the  8  percent  interim  geographic  pay 
and  the  fiscal  year  1994  locality  pay  have  further  reduced  the  need  for  pay  demo. 
Finally  we  have  a  large  applicant  pool  including  over  4,800  former  controllers,  150 
available  College  Training  Initiative  (CTI)  graduates,  and  250  controllers  available 
for  placement  per  year  as  Level  I  towers  are  centralized.  We  recognize  the  personal 
hardship  from  any  pay  reduction,  but  cannot  justify  continuation  of  the  pay  demo 
program. 

Mr.  Carr.  Doesn't  locality  pay  reduce  the  need  for  additional 
"special  pay"  for  controllers  living  in  high  cost  areas? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  pay  demo  was  t'he  most  widespread  "special  pay"  that  was  provided  to  con- 
trollers in  high-cost  areas.  Under  pay  demo,  controllers  received  a  20  percent  "spe- 
cial pay"  in  areas  including:  New  York  (Center,  TRACON);  Chicago  (Tower, 
TRACON,  Center);  Los  Angeles  (Tower,  TRACON,  Coast);  and  Oakland  (Bay 
TRACON). 

In  January  1991,  the  8  percent  geographic  pay  was  implemented  as  the  first  step 
of  locality  pay.  It  was  available  to  Federal  employees,  including  controllers  in  the 
metropolitan  areas  of:  New  York;  Los  Angeles;  and  San  Francisco/Oakland. 
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When  geographic  pay  coincided  with  pay  demo  facilities,  the  20  percent  pay  demo 
was  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the  geographic  pay.  After  geographic  pay  was  started, 
only  the  Chicago  area  continued  to  receive  the  full  20  percent  pay  demo. 

In  fiscal  year  (FY)  1994,  the  first  nationwide  locality  pay  went  into  effect.  It  was 
paid  to  areas  that  were  not  receiving  the  larger  8  percent  geographic  pay.  Subse- 
quently, the  20  percent  pay  demo  in  the  Chicago  area  was  adjusted  down  in  an  I 
amount  equal  to  their  area  locality  pay.  ' 

Geographic  and  locality  pay  when  fully  implemented  is  designed  to  reduce  the  gap 
between  Federal  and  private  sector  wages  and  to  increase  pay  in  high-cost  of  living 
areas.  It  will  reduce  the  need  for  "special  pay"  which  is  why  the  FAA  is  proposing 
to  allow  pay  demo  to  expire  in  FY  1994  as  scheduled. 

PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM  VS.  PCS  MOVES  | 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  funding  would  be  needed  to  continue  this 
program  in  fiscal  year  1995,  and  if  such  funding  were  available, 
wouldn't  it  be  more  effective  to  use  it  for  permanent  change  of  sta- 
tions moves,  to  address  staffing  inconsistencies  nationwide,  rather 
than  raising  the  pay  of  a  few  controllers  at  a  select  few  facilities? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Continuation  of  the  pay  demonstration  program  in  fiscal  year  1995  wovild  cost  an 
additional  $21  million. 

If  such  funding  were  available,  it  could  be  used  more  effectively  for  permanent 
change  of  station  moves.  Permanent  change  of  station  resources  have  decreased  sig- 
nificantly in  the  past  few  years.  We  strongly  urge  that  any  additional  resources  be 
devoted  to  rebuilding  adequate  funding  for  permanent  change  of  station  levels.  As 
the  agency  reduces  staffing  to  meet  the  administration's  goal  to  streamline  govern- 
ment, staffing  imbalances  will  occur.  An  additional  $21  million  for  permanent 
change  of  station  moves  would  almost  double  the  number  of  moves  the  agency  could 
make  in  fiscal  year  1995,  which  would  still  be  49  less  than  the  number  of  moves 
we  made  in  fiscal  year  1993.  Being  able  to  fund  additional  permanent  change  of  sta- 
tion moves  will  be  critical  to  ensuring  that  the  agency  is  able  to  keep  the  right  peo- 
ple with  the  right  skills  in  the  right  places. 

Furthermore,  the  pay  demonstration  program  is  simply  no  longer  needed  due  to 
the  changing  work  environment,  availability  of  applicants,  and  new  personnel  flexi- 
bilities. Although  it  helped  increase  staffing  levels,  improve  experience  levels,  and 
reduce  turnover  at  the  selected  facilities,  it  did  so  at  a  high  cost  and  raised  concerns 
of  equity  by  employees.  The  increased  staffing  during  the  pay  demonstration  project 
should  be  caveated  with  the  change  in  general  economic  conditions  and  the  result- 
ant government-wide  low  turnover  and  a  leveling  off  of  aviation  activity  as  noted 
in  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management's  evaluation  of  the  project. 

CONTRACT  TOWER  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  Congress  directed  the  FAA  to  begin  a 
multi-year  effort  to  streamline  its  low  activity  tower  operations. 
This  includes  the  decommissioning  of  "mothballed"  towers  as  well 
as  those  not  meeting  air  traffic  criteria,  and  contracting  out  the  re- 
mainder of  the  112  low  activity,  for  example,  level- 1  control  towers. 
Does  the  FAA  still  support  this  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  FAA  still  supports  the  program.  The  FAA  expects  to  convert  those  FAA 
Level  I  VFR  towers  that  meet  benefit/cost  (B/C)  criteria  to  contract  operation  (as  of 
June  1993,  there  were  99  FAA  Level  I  VFR  towers  in  this  category)  starting  with 
25  towers  in  fiscal  year  1994.  The  FAA  plans  to  convert  25  additional  Level  I  VFR 
towers  to  contract  operation  in  fiscal  year  1995,  fiscal  year  1996,  and  the  remaining 
towers  in  fiscal  year  1997. 

A  plan  to  decommission  those  active  FAA  Level  I  VFR  towers  which  do  not  meet 
B/C  criteria  is  being  developed.  The  FAA  anticipates  that  it  will  begin  the  coordina- 
tion process  with  affected  airport  sponsors,  user  groups,  and  congressional  interests 
during  the  first  quarter  of  FT  1995. 

One  of  the  tower  locations  that  does  not  meet  B/C  criteria  is  Pago  Pago.  It  is  a 
nonradar  approach  control  facility,  which  provides  services  to  international  and  na- 
tional air  carriers  on  American  Samoa,  a  U.S.  possession.  Pago  Pago  has  unique  air 
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traffic  requirements  and  air  traffic  control  services  should  continue  in  spite  of  not 
meeting  criteria. 

The  FAA  has  taken  action  to  decommission  those  temporarily  closed 
("mothballed")  towers. 

Note. — ^The  total  number  of  active  FAA  Level  I  towers  may  fluctuate  as  Level  I 
locations  are  upgraded  to  Level  II  status  when  aircraft  activity  increases  or  Level 
II  towers  are  downgraded  to  Level  I  status  as  aircraft  activity  decreases. 

CONTRACT  TOWER  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  Once  fully  implemented,  how  much  will  it  save  your 
operating  budget  on  an  annual  basis? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Each  operational  FAA  tower  is  staffed  with  an  average  of  seven  to  eight  FAA  con- 
trollers and  costs  the  air  traffic  program  an  average  of  $450,000  per  year  to  operate. 
In  comparison,  contract  costs  to  operate  individual  towers  nationally  are  estimated 
at  approximately  $250,000  per  tower  per  year. 

The  conversion  of  FAA  Level  I  VFR  towers  to  contract  operation  will  require  up- 
front costs  to  provide  for  the  relocation  of  FAA  controllers  to  other  FAA  facihties. 
As  these  controllers  are  relocated  to  other  FAA  facUities,  the  Agency's  requirement 
to  staff  Level  I  VFR  towers  is  eliminated,  thereby  causing  the  FAA  to  reduce  its 
hiring  requirement. 

It  will  take  an  estimated  2  to  3  years  before  conversion  costs  are  faUy  psdd 
through  employee  attrition.  At  that  point,  the  agency  will  save  an  average  of 
$200,000  for  each  facility  converted  or  approximately  $20,000,000  per  year. 

TOWER  STREAMLINING  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  I  believe  you  surveyed  over  1,000  of  your  employees 
at  the  towers  being  contracted  out.  Did  they  like  the  idea?  If  so, 
why  do  they  support  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  Contract  Tower  (FCT)  Program  Employee  Survey  was  developed  by  a 
Quality  Through  Partnership  (QTP)  workgroup  composed  of  FAA  management  and 
National  Air  Traffic  Controllers'  Association  (NATCA)  representatives.  It  was  dis- 
tributed to  all  FAA  Level  I  towers.  934  employees  responded  to  the  survey. 

The  employees  were  not  asked  about  whether  they  supported  the  idea  of  contract- 
ing for  air  traffic  services.  However,  they  were  asked  to  give  their  preference  for 
which  year  their  facihty  should  be  contracted  (1994-97). 

In  the  25  facilities  selected  for  contracting  in  1994,  89  percent  of  the  respondents 
expressed  a  preference  for  contracting  this  year. 

UNION  OPPOSITION  TO  TOWER  STREAMLINING 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  heard  from  the  Controllers'  Union,  which  is 
opposed  to  contracting  out.  If  the  controllers  want  to  move,  and 
most  would  receive  a  pay  raise,  why  would  their  union  be  opposed 
to  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  primary  objection  expressed  by  the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllers'  Associa- 
tion (NATCA)  in  our  dialogue  with  them  is  a  fear  that  contracting  for  air  traffic 
'Services  at  FAA  Level  I  towers  is  only  the  first  step  in  a  plan  to  eventually  convert 
Ihigher  level  facilities  to  contract  operation  as  well. 

ATC  CORPORATION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  administration  hasn't  yet  submitted  its  legislative 
'proposal  to  restructure  air  traffic  services  to  the  Congress.  How- 
ever, the  schedule  was  to  have  a  draft  submitted  to  the  Secretary 
yesterday,  April  18th.  Has  the  drafting  of  this  proposal  gotten  far 
enough  for  you  to  give  us  a  preview  of  what  we  might  expect? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  report  of  the  Executive  Oversight  Committee  to  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation is  being  presented  on  April  28th.  There  will  be  a  public  issuance  of  this  report 
by  tJie  Vice  President  on  May  3rd.  This  will  be  followed  up  by  a  hearing  of  the  Sen- 
ate Appropriations  Subcommittee  on  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  on  May 
12th.  A  detailed  legislative  proposal  will  foUow. 

The  report  will  recommend  that  a  wholly-owned  U.S.  government  corporation  be 
established  to  operate,  maintain  and  modernize  the  air  traffic  control  system.  The 
U.S.  Air  Traffic  Services  Corporation  would  operate  as  a  not-for-profit  organization 
and  derive  its  support  from  fees  levied  on  commercial  aviation.  Fees  would  be  devel- 
oped in  concert  with  users  and  subject  to  disapproval  by  the  Secretary  of  Transpor- 
tation. Initially,  such  fees  would  replace  an  equivalent  amount  of  the  existing  indi- 
rect aviation  taxes  so  as  not  to  change  the  financial  burden  on  current  users.  In  par- 
ticular, there  will  be  no  changes  in  the  financial  support  fi-om  general  aviation  or 
pubUc  users,  such  as  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  corporation  would  have  the  ability  to  incur  debt  for  capital  improvements  and 
modernization  and  would  be  fi"ee  from  the  mjrriad  of  existing  federal  procurement 
and  personnel  rules.  There  would  remain  a  core  FAA  that  would  continue  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  aviation  safety  and  security.  As  part  of  its  safety  regulation  respon- 
sibihty,  the  core  FAA  will  provide  safety  oversight  of  the  new  Air  Traffic  Services 
Corporation. 

The  new  corporation  would  be  subject  to  a  Board  of  Directors  which  would  include 
the  Secretaries  of  Transportation  and  Defense  and  members  drawn  from  users  of 
air  traffic  services. 

The  report  that  is  to  be  released  on  May  3  will  go  into  these  and  a  number  of 
other  features  in  much  greater  detail. 

STUDIES  FOR  CONVERSION  TO  ATC  CORPORATION 

Mr,  Carr.  Has  the  FAA  conducted  any  studies  over  the  past  year 
or  so  to  document  the  efficiency  savings  which  we  might  achieve 
from  conversion  to  a  Federal  corporation?  If  so,  what  were  the  spe- 
cific findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  undertaken  extensive  study  and  review  of  incorporation,  including 
the  efficiencies  and  savings  that  would  likely  be  realized  by  conversion  to  a  govern- 
ment corporation.  Among  other  activities,  this  work  involved  review  of  prior  studies 
and  a  review  of  optionsd  models  for  the  FAA.  The  final  report  should  be  available 
shortly. 

CWF  PRODUCTIVITY  UNDER  ATC  CORPORATION 

Mr.  Carr.  As  the  following  FAA  charts  show,  controller  produc- 
tivity was  increasing  steadily  until  the  recession  began  about  two  i 
years  ago.  Can  you  estimate  the  level  of  additional  productivity  we 
could  expect  to  see  resulting  from  a  Federal  corporate  structure? 

[The  charts  and  information  follow:] 
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The  Administration  is  enthusiastic  that  creating  an  ATC  Corporation  based  on 
more  businesslike  principles  will  over  time  result  in  more  efficient  provision  of  mod- 
em air  traffic  control  services.  The  corporation  will  provide  a  stable  and  more  pre- 
dictable source  of  revenue  that  can  be  leveraged  to  find  the  high  technology  capital 
improvement  program  needed  for  a  state-of-the-art  air  traffic  control  system.  The 
Corporation  will  also  be  free  to  pursue  industry  "best  practices"  in  the  areas  of  pro- 
curement, personnel  and  corporate  finance  and  budget.  This  wUl  benefit  commercial 
aviation,  general  aviation,  and  the  traveUng  pubUc,  as  well  as  employees  of  the  cor- 
poration. 

While  we  cannot  precisely  estimate  the  level  of  additional  productivity,  we  have 
every  expectation  that  productivity  (defined  as  output  per  unit  of  input)  should  be 
enhanced  with  the  Corporation's  introduction  and  transition  to  the  use  of  less  re- 
strictive personnel  practices  and  more  modem  technology,  as  well  as  the  continu- 
ation and  enhancement  of  cooperative  practices  between  labor  and  management. 
With  enhanced  technology  and  increased  flexibility,  we  will  be  able  to  maintain  and 
increase  the  ratio  of  aircraft  to  controllers  despite  the  increasing  density  of  traffic 
and  increased  complexity  of  the  air  traffic  system. 

PROPOSED  corporation's  GOVERNING  STRUCTURE 

Mr,  Carr.  Administration  sources  have  stated  that  the  corpora- 
tion's governing  structure  would  give  ample  power  to  general  avia- 
tion interests  to  ensure  that  user  fees  charged  to  general  aviation 
users  would  not  increase.  Yet  the  impetus  for  the  Federal  corpora- 
tion was  a  desire  to  find  ways  of  helping  the  commercial  airline  in- 
dustry with  its  financial  difficulties.  This  would  indicate  a  board  of 
directors  influenced  significantly  by  the  major  air  carriers. 

What  t)T)e  of  governance  structure  can  ensure  that  the  corpora- 
tion takes  actions  to  help  the  domestic  airline  industry  while  not 
harming  the  Federal  taxpayer,  the  general  aviation  flyer  and  the 
military? 

[The  information  follows:] 

From  the  outset  the  Executive  Oversight  Committee  sought  to  provide  economic 
benefits  to  the  aviation  industry,  including  the  airlines,  without  sacrificing  any 
other  industry  segment.  With  regard  to  general  aviation,  the  legislation  will  propose 
that  the  corporation  not  levy  any  new  fees  or  other  charges  on  any  element  of  gen- 
eral aviation. 

The  governance  structure  will  be  framed  around  an  eleven  member  board  of  direc- 
tors, composed  of  the  Secretaries  of  Transportation  and  Defense,  eight  members  ap- 
Eointed  by  the  President  and  approved  by  the  Senate,  and  a  CEO  chosen  by  the 
oard.  The  appointed  members  will  include  representatives  of  commercial  and  non- 
commercial aviation,  airports,  unions  and  the  business  community,  with  several 
members  representing  the  interests  of  commercial  aviation  because  of  the  scope  of 
operations  by  that  segment  of  the  industry. 

STABILITY  OF  FAA  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  findings  of  the  Airline  Commission  was 
that  the  FAA  "is  severely  limited  by  the  ebbs  and  flows  of  the  Fed- 
eral budget  process."  However,  the  FAA's  operations  appropriation 
has  been  rising  faster  than  most  commonly  used  measures  of  avia- 
tion activity.  The  GAO  has  calculated  that,  in  constant  dollars, 
Congress  has  increased  funding  for  FAA's  modernization  program 
at  an  average  annual  rate  of  21  percent  since  the  beginning  of  the 
program  in  1982 — these  data  are  shown  in  the  charts  below.  Do 
you  know  where  the  "ebbs  and  flows"  are  to  which  the  Airline  Com- 
mission referred? 

[The  charts  and  information  follow:] 
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Until  recently,  funding  for  Operations  and  air  traffic  modernization  had  been  ris- 
ing faster  than  many  measures  of  economic  or  aviation  activity.  As  demonstrated 
on  the  charts  however,  air  traffic  modernization  funding  has  been  adversely  affected 
by  implementation  of  government-wide  deficit  reduction  efforts  associated  with 
Gramm-Rudman-HoUings  and  its  successor,  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act.  Imple- 
menting these  across-the-board  spending  initiatives  has  often  caused  postponement 
or  deferral  of  funding  for  certain  investment  items  and  explains  some  of  the  ebbs 
and  flows  identified  by  the  airline  commission. 

Operations  funding  in  recent  years  has  slowed  to  a  rate  below  that  of  economic 
or  aviation  activity.  It  is  instructive  to  bear  in  mind  that  Operations  spending  was 
greatly  accelerated  during  the  1980's  to  allow  for  staff  growth  and  changes  in  man- 
agement practices  following  the  1981  controller  strike.  This  phenomenon  caused 
some  skewing  of  the  Operations  growth  rates  during  the  1980's.  These  rates  have 
flattened  out  considerably  in  recent  years. 

FEDERAL  PROCUREMENT  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Airline  Commission  report  stated  that  "Federal 
procurement  procedures  obstruct  the  ability  to  resolve  urgent  air 
transportation  needs  in  a  timely  manner."  What  specific  procedures 
or  regulations  are  they  talking  about?  Can  you  give  us  any  concrete 
examples? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  problems  and  issues  are  systemic.  One  needs  to  step  back  from  the  current  myriad  of 
processes  and  procedures  that  are  imbedded  in  the  Federal  procurement  regulations  and  statutes. 
From  that  perspective,  one  could  conclude  that  the  statutes  and  regulations  governing  federal 
acquisition  activities  were  adopted  piecemeal  and  for  sound  reasons  in  each  case.  One  could  also 
conclude,  however,  that  in  the  aggregate,  they  render  the  FAA's  procurement  processes  rigid, 
time  consuming,  and  hence  burdensome. 

For  example,  the  Brooks  Act  authorizes  the  GSA  Administrator  to  issue  delegations  of 
procurement  authority  (DPA)  to  federal  agencies.  In  order  to  obtain  a  DP  A,  the  FAA  must 
prepare  an  agency  procurement  request  (APR)  for  noncompetitive  actions  in  excess  of  $250,000, 
or  competitive  actions  in  excess  of  $2,500,000,  for  automatic  data  processing  equipment  (ADPE) 
systems  and  services  used  for  control  of  air  traffic,  and  for  ADPE  that  is  an  integral  part  of  air 
traffic  control  systems  or  supporting  telecommunications  and  navigational  aid  systems.  FAA  is  in 
the  unique  position  of  having  the  specialized  expertise  in  air  traffic  control  flinctions  to  judge  the 
need  for  such  equipment  as  well  as  perform  oversight  on  those  acquisitions.  An  exemption  to  the 
Brooks  Act,  similar  to  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  exemption  to  the  Warner  amendment, 
would  save  significant  procurement  and  program  resources  and  eliminate  burdensome  paperwork 
requirement  and  numerous  oversight  levels.  The  exemption  would  allow  the  FAA  the  flexibility 
and  improved  timeliness  in  procuring  systems  and  services  that  are  integral  to  the  safe  command 
and  control  of  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS). 

In  addition,  this  Act  makes  FAA  subject  to  GSBCA  consideration  of  bid  protests  to  federal 
information  processing  systems  (FIPS)  procurements.  FAA  has  faced  an  average  of  10  such 
protests  annually  in  recent  years  and  has  successflilly  defended  against  over  90  percent  of  those 
protests.  This  process  has  delayed  important  acquisitions  by  several  months  because  FAA  has 
been  unable  to  proceed  with  the  procurements  until  resolution  of  the  protests.  A  significant 
additional  expenditure  of  human  and  financial  resources  occurs  under  these  circumstances. 

The  Small  Business  Act  encourages  agencies  to  contract  with  small  and  small  disadvantaged 
businesses.  While  the  FAA  does  not  object  to  this  program,  we  do  seek  legislation  that  would 
allow  the  FAA  to  contract  directly  with  the  small  and  small  disadvantaged  businesses  instead  of 
contracting  with  the  Small  Business  Administration  (SBA)  as  the  prime  contractor.   SBA 
participation  in  the  contracting  program  has  been  an  impediment  to  the  acquisition  process.  The 
existing  procedures  are  extremely  burdensome,  complex,  redundant,  unnecessary,  and  add  an 
extensive  amount  of  time  to  the  acquisition  process.  The  FAA  is  seeking  authority  similar  to  that 
granted  to  the  DOD  to  make  prime  contract  awards  to  small  business  concerns  without  going 
through  SBA.  FAA  would  seek  to  obtain  SBA  agreement  to  continue  SBA  determination  of  the 
eligibility  of  firms  to  receive  awards,  but  otherwise  authorize  the  FAA  to  contract  directly  with 
the  firm. 

FAA  currently  has  authority  to  enter  into  leases  for  a  term  not  to  exceed  20  years    In  effect, 
however,  FAA  is  prohibited  from  using  this  authority  because  funds  for  leases  are  provided  on  an 
annual  basis;  in  effect,  leases  contemplated  to  exceed  one  year  are  prohibited  by  the  Anti- 
Deficiency  Act.  An  estimated  savings  of  10  to  20  percent,  or  approximately  $5  to  10  million 
annually,  would  be  realized  by  entering  into  firm  term  lease  agreements.  In  addition  to  these 
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savings,  FAA  would  also  realize  greater  flexibility  and  improved  timeliness  in  the  property 
acquisition  process,  and  would  attract  more  offerors  of  space,  resulting  in  greater  competition. 

The  FAA  seeks  the  authority  granted  to  the  DOD,  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration  (NASA),  and  the  Coast  Guard  to  award  competitive  contracts,  with  or  without 
discussions  as  set  forth  in  FAR  15.610(a)(4).  This  authority  would  enable  FAA  to  award  a 
contract  without  discussions  with  an  offeror  other  than  the  one  that  proposed  the  lowest  overall 
cost.  Application  of  this  authority  would  result  in  reducing  the  acquisition  process  by  several 
months  as  well  as  reducing  FAA's  personnel  resources  because  the  process  would  be  shortened 
through  the  elimination  of  several  phases  of  the  current  process,  including,  for  example,  the 
receipt  and  evaluation  of  revised  proposals,  all  negotiation  discussions,  and  the  receipt  and 
evaluation  of  best  and  final  offers.  Vendors  would  also  benefit  for  example,  through  lower  bid 
and  proposal  costs,  and  attendant  personnel  costs  reductions.  Under  this  authority,  the  FAA 
would  be  able  to  take  full  advantage  of  best  value  method.  Clearly,  extending  this  authority  to  the 
FAA  benefits  both  government  and  industry. 

0MB  Circular  A109,  Major  Systems  Acquisitions,  makes  it  difficult  to  use  the  same  contractor 
across  the  acquisition  process  because  of  competition  requirements  under  this  Act  for  the  different 
phases  of  the  acquisition  process.  The  Act  requires  a  design  competition  that  creates,  in  sonv; 
procurements,  a  phase  that  is  not  only  costly  to  the  FAA  and  the  contractor,  but  lengthens  the 
acquisition  cycle  with  no  added  value  to  the  procurement.  The  Act  fbrther  requires  FAA  to  keep 
its  contractors  at  arm's  length,  thereby  precluding  open  communications  with  contractors  that,  if 
allowed,  would  enable  both  parties  to  ensure  that  program  objectives  were  understood  and 
schedules  met. 

Other  examples  of  burdensome  requirements  involve  the  Competition  in  Contracting  Act,  the 
Davis-Bacon  Act,  the  Service  Contracts  Act,  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations,  the  Federal 
Information  Resource  Management  Regulations,  and  the  Federal  Property  Management 
Regulations.  While  the  requirements  imposed  may  not  be  show  stoppers  individually,  in  the 
aggregate  they  render  FAA's  procurement  process  rigid,  time-consuming,  and  hence  burdensome 
in  ways  that  are  beyond  the  agency's  authority  to  remedy.  In  this  context,  granting  the  FAA  the 
authority  to  foster  greater  flexibility  in  its  procurement  processes  is  needed  to  expedite  the 
infusion  of  new  technology  to  the  nation's  air  traffic  system. 
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MODERNIZATION  PROGRAM  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Most  of  the  delays  in  the  modernization  program,  ac- 
cording to  FAA  and  GAO  witnesses  in  past  years,  have  been  the 
result  of  poor  planning  and  management  of  development  programs. 
All  of  these  programs  have  been  conducted  under  contract  with  cor- 
porations, such  as  IBM,  Westinghouse,  and  Unisys.  What  in  your 
view  would  a  Federal  corporation  have  done  differently  to  manage 
these  private  contractors  more  effectively? 

[The  information  follows:] 

AAS  is  only  one  example.  It  is  a  good  example  where  the  issue  of  management 
can  be  raised.  But  many  would  argue  that  the  range  of  prociu-ement  options  avail- 
able to  management  in  overseeing  the  development  and  implementation  of  the  large 
complex  systems  that  FAA  typically  deals  with  is  severely  limited  by  a  ponderous 
and  inefficient  bureaucratic  process  that  is  clearly  recognized  as  an  impediment  to 
rapid  fielding  of  new  technology.  The  best  solution  is  a  government  corporate  char- 
ter that  provides  a  total  package  of  procurement  reforms,  one  which  would  allow 
a  corporation  to  use  the  best  business  practices  available  to  industry,  but  denied  to 
FAA.  In  a  corporate  environment,  the  FAA  could  deal  with  contractors  more  aggres- 
sively, limit  competition  to  those  vendors  with  a  proven  ability  to  perform  through- 
out the  history  of  a  specific  program,  limit  protests,  write  contracts  with  a  flexibility 
to  modify  the  scope  or  enhance  requirements  without  competition,  build  partner- 
ships with  industry,  use  target  costing  and  a  host  of  other  practices  routinely  used 
successfully  in  the  private  sector. 

FINANCING  ATC  CORPORATION 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  general  fund  paid  about  50 
percent  of  the  FAA's  operating  costs,  about  $2.3  billion.  According 
to  FAA  data,  if  the  Federal  corporation  charged  each  user  of  the 
airway  system  its  fair  share  of  operating  costs,  air  carriers  would 
be  charged  about  62  percent  of  the  total,  general  aviation  about  26 
percent,  and  the  public  about  12  percent. 

If  this  were  in  effect  for  fiscal  year  1994,  we  would  have  appro- 
priated $550  million  out  of  the  general  fund  instead  of  $2.3  billion. 
How  would  the  corporation  make  up  the  $1.7  billion  difference 
without  raising  charges  to  the  other  users? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  data  you  are  referring  to  came  from  a  1991  econometric  study  that  at- 
tributed costs  to  aviation  groups  based  on  aviation  activity  that  measured  the  bur- 
den imposed  by  each  group  on  the  National  Airway  System.  It  allocated  this  burden 
to  the  total  FAA  budget  including  F&E,  RE&D,  and  AIP  in  addition  to  Operations. 
The  general  fund  share  against  this  base  would  be  about  $1.1  billion.  That  would 
still  leave  a  difference  of  $1.2  billion  following  your  calculation. 

There  are  several  reasons  that  lead  us  to  expect  that  the  corporate  proposal  will 
entail  a  reduction  in  requirements  for  appropriated  funds.  We  fully  expect  that  issue 
will  certainly  be  addressed  when  the  Air  Traffic  Services  Corporation  report  and  leg- 
islative proposal  are  submitted  to  Congress  later  this  spring. 

CORPORATION  AND  BUDGET  ENFORCEMENT  ACT 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  Administration  decided  whether  its  proposal 
will  require  a  waiver  of  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  There  will  need  to  be  an  adjustment  to  the  Budget  Enforcement  Act.  FAA 
spending  is  currently  scored  under  the  discretionary  spending  cap.  FAA's  Trust 
Fund  revenue  is  currently  scored  as  a  mandatory  revenue  item.  The  proposal  to  cre- 
ate a  corporation  that  is  self-supporting  and  charges  fees  for  its  services  will  require 
a  technical  adjustment  to  the  way  FAA's  spending  and  revenues  are  scored  at 
present.  The  upcoming  corporate  legislative  proposal  wiU  address  this  matter. 
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FLIGHT  INSPECTIONS — FRONT  ROYAL  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  October  26,  an  FAA  flight  inspection  aircraft 
crashed  near  Front  Royal,  Virginia,  kiUing  all  three  FAA  crew- 
members.  In  its  assessment,  the  Safety  Board  raised  serious  con- 
cerns about  the  behavior  of  the  pilot  in  command  of  this  flight  as 
well  as  the  FAA's  oversight  of  this  program.  They  said  "the  per- 
formance of  the  flight  crew  raises  such  serious  concerns  the  Safety 
Board  believes  the  FAA  should  take  immediate  action  to  remedy." 
What  were  the  specific  concerns  of  the  Safety  Board? 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  April  12,  1994,  the  NTSB  adopted  the  accident  report  and  probable  cause  of 
the  N82  accident  that  occurred  on  October  26,  1993,  in  Front  Royal,  VA.  The  NTSB 
expressed  concern  that  the  FAA  was  not  operating  agency  aircraft  to  the  same  regu- 
latory standards  and  under  the  same  level  of  surveillance  that  they  require  of  non- 
government operations  in  the  United  States.  How  we  organize,  manage,  and  super- 
vise the  fleet  operations,  and  how  well  we  train  crews  and  enforce  performance 
standards  are  some  of  the  areas  the  NTSB  wants  us  to  review. 

FLIGHT  INSPECTION  SAFETY  CONCERNS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  have  you  done  to  address  their  concerns? 
[The  information  follows:] 
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The  FAA  concurs  with  the  recommendations  of  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board  and  has 
already  taken  a  number  of  actions  to  ensure  strong  and  effective  management  of  the  mission  in 
accordance  with  the  highest  safety  standards.  These  include: 

•  The  Administrator  issued  an  order  on  December  22,  1993,  which  directs  that  the  FAA 
aircraft  program  will  be  operated  in  accordance  with  regulations  that  apply  to  airlines.  A 
certification  team  has  been  formed  and  is  working  to  accomplish  this  directive  by  July  31. 

•  Under  the  new  order,  the  Flight  Standards  Service  is  now  providing  a  surveillance  and 
inspection  program  equal  to  that  of  an  airline  operation. 

•  A  new  oversight  organization  has  been  established  to  provide  focus  on  aircraft 
operations.  It  is  headed  by  an  Aircraft  Oversight  Executive  and  is  supported  by  a  Director  of 
Operations  and  a  Director  of  Maintenance. 

•  Key  changes  in  organizational  and  supervisory  structures  have  been  implemented.  To 
prevent  breakdowns  in  communications  and  enhance  management  effectiveness, 
pilots-in-command  and  seconds-in-command  will  now  report  to  the  same  supervisor. 

•  The  Senior  Flight  Safety  Officer  has  been  elevated  to  report  directly  to  the 
Director  of  Aviation  System  Standards. 

•  A  crew  resource  management  training  program  has  been  implemented.  The  first 
training  session  took  place  on  March  1 .  All  training  will  be  completed  by  July  3 1 .  The  training 
includes  interpersonal  relations,  conflict  resolution,  and  emphasis  on  processes  to  alert  managers 
of  problem  situations. 

•  The  FAA  has  issued  a  change  to  all  flight  operations  manuals  to  require  that  IFR  flight 
plans  be  used  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 

•  A  check  airman  and  flight  evaluation  program  has  been  developed  and  will  be 
implemented  by  May  1 . 

On  April  21,  the  NTSB  issued  eight  more  safety  recommendations  related  to  this  accident.  The 
FAA  concurs  with  the  intent  of  these  new  recommendations,  and  is  taking  immediate  steps  to 
address  each  issue 
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PILOT  REPORT  STRUCTURE 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  did  you  have  pilots  in  command  and  seconds  in 
command,  copilots,  reporting  to  different  supervisors  in  the  flight 
inspection  field  offices,  and  has  this  been  changed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  described  structure  is  the  implementation  of  the  most  effective  organization 
(MEO)  which  resulted  from  a  mid-1980's  0MB  Circular  A-76  audit.  This  audit  rec- 
ommended that  seconds-in-command  (SIC)  be  assigned  instrument  flight  procedures 
development  duties  when  not  in  a  fljdng  status.  Because  more  of  the  SIC  duty  time 
is  in  a  non-flying  status,  they  were  assigned  to  supervisors  in  the  procedures  sec- 
tion. 

The  FAA  has  taken  action  to  place  all  flight  inspection  crew  members  under  a 
common  supervisor.  Estimated  completion  date  is  September  30,  1994. 

FLIGHT  INSPECTION  FIELD  OFFICE  CONSOLIDATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year  you  conducted  the  "AVN  Mission  Study," 
which  looked  at  efficiencies  to  be  gained  from  consolidation  of  your 
flight  inspection  field  offices.  What  were  the  findings  of  this  study 
and  how  are  they  reflected  in  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  AVN  Mission  Study,  dated  January  26,  1994,  recommended  closure  of  the 
International  Flight  Inspection  Offices  (IFIO)  in  Tokyo  and  Frankfiirt,  establish- 
ment of  a  single  IFIO  in  the  continental  United  States,  and  centralization  of  the 
instrument  flight  procedures  development  and  flight  scheduling.  The  FAA  Adminis- 
trator approved  the  closiu-e  of  the  Tokyo  and  Frankfiirt  offices  and  establishment 
of  a  single  IFIO  in  Oklahoma  City.  We  are  in  the  process  of  developing  an  imple- 
mentation schedule  for  each  of  these  changes.  The  full  level  of  efficiencies  will  not 
be  achieved  until  after  FY  1995  when  implementation  is  complete.  The  FY  1995 
budget  was  not  increased  to  reflect  the  implementation  costs. 

CENTRALIZED  SCHEDULING  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  findings  was  that  a  central  scheduling  sys- 
tem might  be  able  to  save  as  much  as  5  percent  of  your  flight 
hours.  Do  you  have  any  plans  to  follow  up  on  this  finding,  by  con- 
ducting a  proof  of  concept  in  one  or  more  regions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Centralized  scheduling  is  currently  under  technical  review  to  determine  the  most 
efficient  method  to  establish  aircraft  flight  following  and  communications  capabili- 
ties. Initially,  aircraft  flight  following  will  be  tested  with  two  flight  inspection  area 
offices  to  establish  procedures  and  limitations.  Afler  establishment  of  technical  re- 
quirements for  communications,  a  Umited  proof  of  concept  is  planned  with  three 
flight  inspection  aircraft. 

CONSOLIDATION  EFFICIENCIES 

Mr.  Carr.  You  were  investigating  the  potential  efficiencies  of 
closing  your  offices  in  Frankfurt,  Tokyo  and  Atlanta,  and  conduct- 
ing that  work  out  of  other  offices  in  the  United  States.  The  two  of- 
fices which  could  handle  this  additional  workload  are  Oklahoma 
City,  Oklahoma  and  Battle  Creek,  Michigan. 

As  you  probably  know,  I  would  like  to  see  this  extra  work  in  Bat- 
tle Creek  if  it  makes  good  sense  for  the  agency.  What  did  you  find 
in  this  regard? 

[The  information  follows:] 

An  extensive  study  to  compare  conducting  the  overseas  mission  from  Battle  Creek 
versus  Oklahoma  City  was  completed.  Based  on  operational  requirements,  person- 
nel, training  availability,  and  existing  facilities  it  was  determined  establishing  the 
international  office  in  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma,  was  the  most  cost  effective  option. 
Overall,  one-time  and  recurring  Battle  Creek  costs  significantly  exceed  Oklahoma 
City's  costs. 

DUATS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  FAA  proposed  to  save  $11,000,000  in 
costs  by  discontinuing  its  financial  support  for  the  direct  user  ac- 
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cess  terminal,  DUATS,  program.  Congress  ultimately  provided 
$9,000,000  to  continue  the  program  in  fiscal  year  1994.  Once  again, 
your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  does  not  include  fimds  to  continue 
DUATS.  Why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  agency's  position  is  not  to  fund  programs  which  dupUcate  services  already 
available  in  the  private  sector,  which  DUATS  does.  Pilots  can  access  vendors  utiliz- 
ing 1-900  numbers  for  computerized  pilot  weather  briefings  for  an  average  charge 
of  $1.10  per  activity.  Since  DUAT  services  are  only  available  to  users  with  access 
to  computers,  the  practice  of  subsidizing  some  general  aviation  pilots  and  not  others 
is  inconsistent  with  the  FAA's  policy  to  provide  pre-flight  services  to  all  pilots. 
Flight  service  stations  provide  pilot  weather  briefings  via  a  national  toll  free  1-800 
number  that  is  available  to  all  pilots.  DUATS  would  only  provide  services  which  are 
already  available  to  the  users. 

RESTRUCTURING  DUATS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  conference  report,  we  directed  the  FAA 
to  work  with  the  GAO  in  a  report  on  the  potential  for  a  restruc- 
tured DUATS  program  which  would  use  new  technology  and  be 
more  efficient  than  current  services.  What  are  your  views  of  the  po- 
tential to  restructure  DUATS  in  a  viable,  more  affordable  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  met  with  GAO  to  provide  information  for  the  Congressionally  man- 
dated study  on  the  DUATS  program.  GAO  is  planning  to  review  the  results  of  the 
R&D  Advisory  Committee  study,  led  by  former  Administrator,  Donald  Engen,  in 
conjunction  with  their  efforts. 

DUATS — SURVEY  OF  USE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  hearing,  the  Acting  Administrator  told 
us  a  little  less  than  three  quarters  of  the  people  who  use  DUATS 
also  call  a  flight  service  station,  (page  378).  In  an  answer  for  the 
record,  the  percentage  calling  an  FSS  was  stated  as  85  percent 
(page  634).  Did  the  FAA  conduct  a  survey  to  make  that  determina- 
tion? If  not,  how  was  the  information  derived? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  survey  was  conducted  in  1992  by  the  Data  Transfer  Corporation  (DTC),  one  of 
the  two  DUATS  vendors.  There  were  10,501  responses  to  the  survey  that  indicated 
that  32  percent  of  the  pilots  routinely  call  an  FSS  in  addition  to  using  DUATS  and 
53  percent  "sometimes"  call  depending  on  the  weather  conditions.  A  national  survey 
by  the  FAA  has  not  been  conducted. 

DUATS — IMPACT  OF  FSS  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  If  DUATS  is  terminated,  wouldn't  the  FAA  need  to 
budget  for  the  additional  workload  to  be  handled  at  its  flight  serv- 
ice stations,  and  if  so,  is  that  assumed  in  your  fiscal  year  1995  re- 
quest? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Flight  Service  Stations  (FSS)  and  Automated  Flight  Service  Stations  (AFSS)  cur- 
rently have  enough  staff  to  handle  the  additional  workload  if  DUATS  is  terminated. 
No  additional  FSS  or  AFSS  staff  are  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget. 

PREVENTABLE  &  UNPREVENTABLE  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  magnitude  of  air  traffic  delays  are  one  measure 
of  the  efficiency  of  the  airway  system.  However,  the  data  can  be 
misinterpreted,  since  not  all  air  traffic  delays  can  be  mitigated  by 
the  FAA.  For  example,  approximately  65  percent  of  all  "air  traffic" 
delays  are  caused  by  bad  weather,  which  the  FAA  can  do  little  to 
control.  Sometimes  we  read  in  the  media,  though,  of  the  billions  of 
dollars  the  airlines  lose  each  year  due  to  "air  traffic  control  delays," 
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and  these  losses  are  sometimes  attributed  to  poor  management  and 
ineffective  technology  at  the  FAA. 

Mr.  Pozesky  said  in  last  year's  hearing  that  maybe  we  should 
begin  drawing  a  distinction  between  "preventable"  and  "unprevent- 
able"  delays.  Have  you  begun  making  that  distinction  in  your  delay 
statistics? 

If  not,  what  additional  data  needs  to  be  collected  to  begin  that 
practice? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  delays  over  15  minutes  are  reported  by  cause  (weather,  terminal  volume,  cen- 
ter volume,  equipment,  closed  runway,  and  other).  The  weather  component  could  be 
considered  "unpreventable"  and  all  other  reported  causes  could  be  considered  "pre- 
ventable". No  additional  data  are  being  collected  at  this  time  to  allow  for  any  fur- 
ther distinction. 

The  context  of  last  year's  hearing  discussion  was  that  FAA  is  concentrating  its 
technology  on  preventable  delays  versus  unpreventable  delays.  As  part  of  the  agen- 
cy's strategic  plan  in  1994,  we  will  work  with  the  industry  to  get  agreement  on  a 
common  definition  and  measurement  of  delays. 

IMPROVEMENTS  IN  DELAY  MEASUREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  Acting  Administrator  acknowledged,  "I 
don't  think  anyone  is  satisfied  with  the  way  we  measure  delays" 
(page  510).  Have  you  made  any  other  improvements  in  how  delays 
are  measured  and  reported  over  the  past  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Methodology  has  been  developed  and  one  month  of  data  processed  to  compute 
delays  on  a  detailed  basis.  This  procedure  provides  for  the  capability  to  measure 
delays  by  phase  of  flight  (gate  hold,  taxi  out,  airborne,  and  taxi  in)  for  all  delays — 
not  just  for  delays  greater  than  15  minutes.  Plans  for  the  next  year  are  to  process 
all  of  1993  data  and  to  review  the  methodology  and  results  with  airlines,  airports, 
and  appropriate  associations.  As  part  of  the  agency's  strategic  plan  in  1994,  we  will 
work  with  the  industry  to  get  agreement  on  a  common  definition  and  measurement 
of  delays. 

TAXI-IN  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  It  would  seem  that  gate  delays,  taxi-out  delays,  and 
airborne  delays  could  be  considered  related  to  air  traffic  congestion, 
and  therefore  called  "air  traffic  delays."  However,  taxi-in  delays  are 
almost  entirely  related  to  airport  and  airline  operations.  When  the 
airlines  report  "total  delays"  to  you,  don't  they  include  in  those 
numbers  that  portion  of  the  delay  which  occurs  during  the  taxi-in 
phase? 

[The  information  follows:] 

That  is  correct.  Total  delay  includes  delays  from  all  four  phases. 

FAA  ACCESS  TO  AIRLINE  DELAY  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  that  the  airlines  collect  much  more  pre- 
cise data  on  delays  than  the  FAA  does.  For  example,  they  track 
delays  not  only  by  airport  but  by  phase  of  flight  and  carrier. 

The  following  chart,  from  October  1992,  shows  a  graphic  com- 
parison of  the  difference  in  delay  reporting  between  FAA  and  the 
airlines'  internal  system. 

Even  though  the  airline  data  is  proprietary,  it  would  seem  to  me 
that  you  could  work  with  the  airlines  to  have  them  share  this  data. 

As  I  indicated  in  last  year's  hearings,  this  would  allow  travelers 
to  compare  airports,  and  make  informed  decisions  to  use  those  air- 
ports with  the  best  efficiency  ratings  regarding  preventable  delay. 
If  that  data  were  available  for  analysis  by  the  FAA,  wouldn't  it  en- 
able a  more  precise  measurement  of  the  delay  problem  in  this 
country? 

[The  chart  and  information  follow:] 
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Individual  carriers  do  have  more  precise  data  that  allows  for  computation  of  delay 
by  phase  of  flight.  In  fact,  the  FAA  has  coordinated  with  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation to  modify  the  Airline  Service  Quality  Program  (ASQP)  so  that  the  carriers 
will  provide  additional  data  which  will  allow  for  the  computation  of  actual  times  in 
each  phase  of  flight.  In  addition,  the  FAA  is  incorporating  in  its  delay  estimate  data 
on  aircraft  movement  time  as  provided  by  aircraft  to  their  operation  departments. 
This  information  can  then  be  used  to  compute  delays  and  allow  for  more  precise 
angdysis  of  the  delay  problem. 

FINANCIAL  IMPACT  OF  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Industry  and  FAA  data  indicate  that  delays  have  been 
decreasing.  Since  1991,  total  system  delay  was  down  almost  6  per- 
cent in  1992,  and  flights  delayed  greater  than  15  minutes  were 
down  almost  24  percent  in  1991.  It  was  during  this  time  period 
that  the  domestic  airline  industry  suffered  some  of  its  greatest  fi- 
nancial losses. 

In  other  words,  losses  were  going  up  even  as  delays  were  de- 
creasing. Wouldn't  this  indicate  that  air  traffic  delays  aren't  a  con- 
trolling factor  behind  the  financial  success  of  the  domestic  airline 
industry? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  cost  of  delay  is  only  one  factor  behind  the  financial  losses  incurred  by  the 
commercial  airline  industry.  During  the  period  from  1990  thru  1993,  other  factors 
were  extremely  important  for  the  industry.  An  extended  economic  recession  over 
much  of  the  period,  coupled  with  rapidly  escalating  fuel  prices,  hit  the  airlines  very 
hard,  especially  since  new  equipment  deliveries  peaked  just  as  traffic  softened.  The 
Gulf  War  in  1991  had  a  devastating  effect  on  international  travel,  and  a  serious  ef- 
fect on  domestic  travel.  In  1992,  fare  wars  ravaged  most  of  the  industry.  The  fare 
wars  were  the  most  visible  effect  of  the  over  capacity  and  weak  traffic  which  af- 
fected the  industry.  If  delay  had  worsened  during  this  period,  the  financial  effects 
on  the  airline  industry  would  have  been  even  greater  losses. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  graph  below  is  from  the  FAA's  1993  Aviation  Sys- 
tem Capacity  Plan  and  indicates  that  65  percent  of  the  air  traffic 
delays  are  due  to  bad  weather  and  another  26  percent  are  due  to 
inadequate  terminal  air  traffic  volume.  By  comparison,  no  signifi- 
cant delay  was  attributable  to  en  route  sector  problems. 

It  would  seem  that  the  FAA  should,  therefore,  be  placing  a  prior- 
ity on  the  development  of  systems  which  expand  terminal  airspace 
capacity  and  raise  capacity  in  bad  weather.  Has  the  FAA  made 
that  a  distinct  priority,  and  if  so,  what  programs  are  being  empha- 
sized? 

[The  chart  and  information  follow:] 
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Figure  1-7.  Primary  Cause  of  Delay  of  15  Minutes  or  More  in  FY90  and  FY91 

Source:  Air  Traffic  Oper*tionj  Mar>agemenc  SyKem  (ATOMS)  Data 
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The  FAA  has  an  extensive  program  to  increase  capacity  and  reduce  delays  in  the  en  route  and 
terminal  airspace  and  the  airport  environments.  It  is  not  necessarily  a  terminal  airspace  problem. 
In  a  hub-and-spoke  system,  there  is  insufficient  runway  and  airport  capacity  at  some  of  the  major 
hub  airports  during  instrument  meteorological  conditions  (IMC)  and/or  during  peak  operational 
periods.  The  FAA  has  made  it  a  distinct  priority  to  increase  IMC  capacity  to  nearly  that  of  Visual 
Flight  Rules  (VFR)  capacity.  Where  this  included  the  requirement  for  the  expansion  of  the 
terminal  airspace,  it  is  expanded  and  the  terminal  airspace  modified  or  redesigned. 

Case  in  point,  the  Dallas/Fort  Worth  Metroplex  Plan  recommended  the  construction  of  two 
Airport  Traffic  Control  Towers,  the  relocation  of  each  of  the  four  comer  posts  30  miles  farther 
out,  and  the  installation  of  two  major  navigational  fixes.  This  expansion  of  the  terminal  airspace 
was  to  accommodate  the  increased  runway  and  airport  capacity  for  the  traffic  streams  to  the  two 
new  runways  and  also  for  fijture  aviation  demand. 

Other  specific  programs  are  outlined  in  the  FAA's  Aviation  System  Capacity  Plan.  These 
include  programs  for  improved  airport  design,  the  implementation  of  new  technology  and  air 
traffic  procedures,  enhanced  weather  reporting  capability,  and  the  redesign  of  airspace.  However, 
major  capacity  enhancements  are  a  result  of  new  traffic  streams  to  existing  runways,  new 
runways,  and  new  airports. 
Specific  Programs: 

•  The  Capacity  Design  Team  Program  is  one  of  the  major  drivers  for  runway,  airport,  and 
terminal  airspace  capacity  enhancement  and  delay  reduction.  The  teams  are  made  up  of 
representatives  from  the  FAA,  airport  operators,  air  carriers,  the  military,  and  other  aviation 
industry  and  local  community  groups.  They  analyze  alternative  concepts  and  configurations  for 
improving  individual  airport  and  terminal  airspace  capacity,  recommend  improvements,  and 
measure  delay  savings  in  terms  of  potential  aircraft  operating  costs.  The  design  teams  produce 
the  Agency's  most  comprehensive  and  coordinated  planning  effort 

•  Programs  for  instrument  approach  procedures  initiatives  include  the  reduction  of  wake  vortex 
restrictions,  improved  longitudinal  separation  on  wet  runways,  parallel  instrument  approaches, 
converging  approaches  simultaneous  Instrument  Landing  Systems  (ILS)  and  Localizer  Directional 
Aid  (LDA)  approaches,  flight  management  system  transition  to  existing  approaches,  and 
independent  and  dependent  approaches  for  multiple  parallel  runways. 

•  Programs  for  airspace  development  include  Airspace  Capacity  Studies  that  are  a  joint  effort 
among  the  various  FAA  Headquarters  and  Regional  Offices  to  conduct  simulation  modeling. 
Typically,  the  Regional  Office's  Air  Traffic  Division  develops  the  alternatives  that  will  be  tested  in 
the  simulation  runs    Sometimes  these  studies  include  community  involvement  and  FAA's 
responsiveness  to  community-developed  alternatives.  Most  of  the  studies  take  a  "systematic" 
approach,  examining  the  proposed  alternatives  in  an  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center-wide 
context. 
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•  Programs  for  capacity  improvement  using  new  technology  focus  on  airport  surface  capacity, 
terminal  airspace  capacity,  which  includes  the  Precision  Runway  Monitor  (PRM),  traffic  alert  and 
collision  avoidance  system  (TCAS)/Cockpit  Display  of  Traffic  Information  (CDTI)  for  separation 
assistance,  and  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS);  en  route  airspace  capacity,  which  includes  the 
data  link  and  satellite  navigation;  and  system  planning,  integration,  and  control  technology  which 
includes  all  the  simulation  and  modeling  capabilities  and  the  vertical  flight  program. 

•  The  Airport  Improvement  Program  also  has  a  focus  on  capacity.  There  are  new  runways 
planned  at  62  of  the  100  busiest  air  carrier  airports;  17  of  the  23  delay-problem  airports  are  either 
constructing  or  planning  the  construction  of  new  runways  or  extensions;  and  16  replacement  or 
supplemental  airports  are  either  being  studied,  planned  or  under  construction.  However,  in  a  hub- 
and-spoke  system  the  future  aviation  demand  requirements  will  not  be  accommodated  for  certain 
airports  on  the  east  and  west  coasts  and  the  Chicago  area  without  additional  runway  construction. 
Airfield  delays  will  continue  unless  new  airports  or  parallel  air  carrier  and  commuter  runways  with 
dual  and  triple  simultaneous  Instrument  Flight  Rules  (IFR)  approach  capabilities  are  constructed. 
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REDUCING  AIRLINE  DELAYS — ^AAS 

Mr.  Carr.  Wouldn't  it  also  indicate  a  low  priority  at  least  when 
it  comes  to  reducing  airline  delays  for  the  en-route  portion  of  AAS? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  need  for  AAS  is  based  not  only  on  the  need  to  reduce  airiine  delays  but  also 
to  replace  aging  equipment  in  the  field,  the  maintenance  costs  associated  with  the 
aging  equipment,  and  provide  a  platform  for  a  new  functionality  that  wiU  provide 
benefits  to  the  user  and  to  the  FAA. 

We  place  a  high  priority  on  providing  benefits  to  the  airlines,  especially  in  reduc- 
ing delays.  Our  Automated  En  Route  Air  Traffic  Control  (AREA)  program  has  been 
structured  to  provide  phase  benefits  starting  as  early  as  possible.  We  have  several 
teams  looking  at  all  aspects  of  the  program,  including  AERA,  which  will  be  an  im- 
portant consideration  in  our  final  recommendations. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  airlines  have  proposed  a  number  of  revisions  to 
current  air  traffic  procedures  and  restrictions  which,  in  their  esti- 
mation, would  save  millions  of  dollars  in  fuel.  Have  you  reviewed 
their  proposals? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  In  fact,  FAA  air  traffic  operations  personnel  meet  monthly  with  airline  rep- 
resentatives to  develop  and  review  measures  to  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  Na- 
tional Airspace  System.  As  a  result  of  this  interaction,  a  number  of  highly  cost-effec- 
tive programs  have  been  developed  and  implemented  within  the  air  traffic  control 
system. 

For  example,  the  National  Route  Program  (NRP),  which  permits  users  to  file  and 
fly  more  fiiel-efficient  routes  than  those  published  as  preferred  routes  by  the  FAA, 
is  resulting  in  substantial  fuel  saNings  for  airlines.  The  Air  Transport  Association 
and  the  FAA  estimate  that  airlines  will  save  over  $10  million  this  year  through  the 
NRP. 

Another  initiative  developed  jointly  by  the  FAA  and  air  transport  industry  is  "lim- 
ited airborne  holding",  which  is  intended  to  permit  aircraft  to  depart  with  less 
ground  delay  and  to  absorb  necessary  delays  near  the  destination  terminal.  In  the 
few  months  since  its  inception,  this  program  has  already  resulted  in  an  average  re- 
duction of  2.1  minutes  in  fUght  times  for  American  Airlines  flights  destined  to  Hous- 
ton, which  is  the  first  airport  to  test  this  measure. 

PORTABLE  ELECTRONIC  DEVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  As  you  know,  this  committee  directed  the  FAA  to  con- 
duct, through  the  Radio  Technical  Commission  on  Aeronautics 
(RTCA),  a  comprehensive  test  of  portable  electronic  devices  to  de- 
termine whether  the  electromagnetic  interference  from  these  de- 
vices poses  a  safety  hazard  to  aircraft  operation. 

The  committee's  report  directing  this  test  was  dated  July  18, 
1991.  A  final  report  was  to  be  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  Octo- 
ber 1,  1993.  It  is  now  over  two  and  a  half  years  since  we  directed 
that  study. 

Why  hasn't  it  been  completed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Congress  directed  the  FAA  to  conduct,  through  RTCA,  a  comprehensive  test  of 
portable  electronic  devices  (PED)  to  determine  whether  the  electromagnetic  inter- 
ference from  these  devices  poses  a  safety  hazard  to  aircraft;  operation.  Through  the 
advisory  committee  process,  the  RTCA  established  a  Special  Committee,  SC-177. 
Committee  members  are  Government  and  industry  specialists  who  are  donating 
time  and  resources  in  developing  test  criteria/guidance  for  PEDs.  This  process  in- 
volves the  electronic  industry  in  addition  to  the  aviation  industry.  The  tests  require 
a  cross  section  of  PEDs  with  different  characteristics,  test  equipment,  test  sites,  spe- 
cialists from  Government  and  industry,  and  air  carrier  aircraft  for  real-time  testing. 
Committee  members  met  with  Delta  and  American  AirUnes  to  establish  an  aircraft 
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test  schedule.  The  Committee  expects  to  complete  its  report  in  mid-July  1994.  We 
will  do  all  we  can  to  expedite  the  work  of  the  Committee. 

Mr,  Carr.  According  to  the  FAA,  the  agency  did  not  even  request 
the  RTCA  to  do  the  study  until  May  1992,  almost  a  year  after  we 
directed  the  report.  How  can  you  explain  what  appears  an  inexcus- 
able delay? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  specialists  were  assigned  the  PED  project  in  December  of  1991,  and  the  first 
contact  with  RTCA  concerning  PED  was  in  January  1992.  The  first  official  meeting 
with  RTCA  was  in  March  1992,  with  subsequent  meetings  in  the  first  half  of  1992 
to  define  the  structure  and  tasks  of  the  Special  Committee. 

PORTABLE  ELECTRONIC  DEVICES — ^TESTING 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Committee's  1991  report  says  the  following:  "The 
Committee  directs  the  FAA  to  conduct  tests  that  will  examine  the 
effects  of  recently  devised  PEDs,  multiples  of  similar  and  dissimilar 
PEDs,  and  intentional  electromagnetic  radiators — the  tests  will 
concentrate  on  air  carrier  aircraft.  How  much  actual  testing  has 
been  done,  and  how  much  of  that  was  on  the  ground  and  how  much 
airborne? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Tests  were  conducted  on  a  representative  number  of  PEDs,  and  a  report  was  pre- 
sented to  the  RTCA  Committee.  Ground  tests  were  conducted  in  April  on  the  FAA's 
Boeing  727'  and  provided  to  the  RTCA  Committee.  No  airborne  tests  have  been  con- 
ducted to  date.  A  Committee  member  met  with  airline  operators  in  March  to  sched- 
ule further  tests  with  other  types  of  aircraft.  The  Committee  has  been  tasked  to  de- 
fine the  extent  of  airborne  testing  we  will  be  able  to  carry  out. 

PORTABLE  ELECTRONIC  DEVICES — ^MODELING 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  December  1993  interim  report  to  this  commit- 
tee, the  FAA  stated  that  "funding  for  computer  modeling  and  in 
aircraft  testing,  obtaining  test  equipment  and  personnel  resources, 
and  satisfying  logistical  considerations  are  potential  problems — 
these  issues  contain  potential  sources  for  delay."  Would  you  de- 
scribe these  problems  in  more  detail? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  is  no  longer  a  concern.  Funding  has  been  allocated  for  computer  model- 
ing. Ground  tests  were  conducted  on  the  FAA's  Boeing  727  and  provided  to  the 
RTCA  Committee. 

PORTABLE  ELECTRONIC  DEVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  August  1993,  the  FAA  issued  an  advisory  circular 
prohibiting  the  operation  of  any  PED  during  takeoff  and  landing 
phases,  as  well  as  prohibiting  the  operation  of  any  intentional 
transmitter,  including  cellular  phones,  at  any  time  on  board  an  air- 
craft, unless  otherwise  authorized.  This  includes  the  use  of  cellular 
phones  while  sitting  at  the  gate. 

The  FAA  has  also  refused  to  change  its  regulation  that  individ- 
ual airlines,  and  even  pilots  in  command,  may  set  their  own  poli- 
cies on  the  spot.  Yet  in  your  December  1993  letter  to  me,  you  state: 
"We  do  not  have  any  evidence  to  indicate  that  portable  electronic 
devices  interfere  with  aircraft  electronic  systems,  although  the  the- 
oretical possibility  that  they  could  does  exist." 

Aren't  we  giving  in  to  hysteria  here,  by  restricting  the  use  of  de- 
vices with  no  basis  in  empirical  evidence? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  celliilar  phone  is  an  intentional  radiator  (transmitter)  which  is  prohibited  by 
the  FCC  from  operation  in  an  aircraft  while  in  flight.  Although  conventional  test 
methods  did  not  substantiate  PED  interference,  we  do  not  believe  the  tests  were 
conclusive,  and  we  are  continuing  efforts  to  empirically  support  or  refute  our  hy- 
pothesis. Until  we  have  conclusive  evidence,  we  beUeve  it  is  better  to  be  cautious 
and  restrict  the  use  of  PED's. 

PORTABLE  ELECTRONIC  DEVICES — STUDIES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  message  to  travelers  in  its  July  1993  magazine, 
American  Airlines  President  Bob  Crandall  wrote:  "The  jury  is  out 
on  whether  other  devices  small  computers,  compact  disc  players, 
hand-held  video  games  among  them,  have  similar  effects.  Although 
scientific  studies  have  been  inconclusive,  there  is  mounting  anec- 
dotal evidence  of  sporadic  and  poorly  understood  problems." 

Yet  your  statement,  Mr.  Hinson,  is  that,  "We  do  not  have  any 
evidence  that  PEDs  interfere  with  aircraft  electronic  systems."  Are 
you  still  reading  the  same  studies  as  Mr.  Crandall? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Efforts  to  duplicate  the  alleged  PED  interference  could  not  be  duplicated  even 
with  PED  used  in  aircraft  at  the  time  of  the  incident.  We  have  not  seen  any  data 
to  substantiate  claims  of  alleged  interference,  though  such  a  possibility  cannot  be 
ruled  out. 

PORTABLE  ELECTRONIC  DEVICES  INTERFERENCES 

Mr.  Carr.  We  hear  a  lot  about  the  anecdotes  from  pilots  alleging 
interference  from  PEDS.  What  data  is  the  FAA  collecting,  if  any, 
on  these  anecdotes? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Along  with  reports  that  are  given  directly  to  the  ETC  A  Committee,  the  FAA  re- 
ceives reports  from  the  Air  Transport  Association  and  the  NASA  Aviation  Safety  Re- 
porting System  (ASRS).  We  review  each  of  them,  but  have  found  no  cause  to  change 
the  course  of  the  RTCA  effort  yet. 

REGULATORY  BURDEN  ON  THE  AIRLINE  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  Carr.  As  a  "Reinventing  Grovernment"  initiative,  the  FAA  re- 
cently solicited  the  views  of  airlines  on  ways  the  agency  could  re- 
duce the  regulatory  burden  on  the  industry.  What  were  some  of  the 
major  recommendations  coming  out  of  that  effort,  and  what  is  your 
schedule  for  reviewing  them? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  has  received  more  than  160  comments  on  ways  to  reduce  the  regulatory  bur- 
den. Based  on  a  preliminary  review,  the  following  issues  appear  to  be  of  significant 
concern:  the  costs  to  the  industry  of  airport  access  control  systems;  the  duration  of 
third  class  medical  certificates,  (which  general  aviation  supports  extending  from  2 
to  4  years);  requirements  in  the  proposed  aging  aircraft  rule  (several  airlines  would 
like  to  see  modifications);  and  the  drug  testing  requirement,  (airlines  would  like  to 
see  random  testing  reduced  to  10  percent  annually  from  the  current  50  percent). 
The  Agenc^s  tentative  review  schedule  currently  targets  early  August  1994  to  pub- 
lish a  disposition  of  comments  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  particular,  one  airline  suggested  that  relaxing 
scheduled  installation  dates  for  modifying  the  TCAS  system  could 
save  over  $7  billion  worldwide.  As  I  understand  it,  the  FAA  is  man- 
dating that  all  aircraft  be  retrofitted  with  TCAS  improvements  by 
a  certain  date,  regardless  of  whether  they  are  scheduled  to  enter 
a  maintenance  period  by  that  time. 
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This  requires  airlines  to  take  aircraft  out  of  revenue  service  and 
fly  them  to  a  maintenance  facility  for  the  sole  purpose  of  having 
the  unit  upgraded.  In  fact,  at  least  one  TCAS  supplier  says  a  one 
year  extension  is  needed. 

Wouldn't  it  make  more  sense  to  simply  require  that  at  the  next 
maintenance  availability  when  the  aircraft  is  out  of  revenue  service 
anyway  that  TCAS  be  upgraded? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  aircraft  does  not  need  to  be  taken  out  of  service.  In  some  cases,  the  modifica- 
tion can  be  accomplished  on  the  aircraft  with  an  automatic  data  loader  through  an 
extra  electrical  connector  on  the  TCAS  box.  Other  installations  only  require  the 
TCAS  box  to  be  removed  and  returned  to  a  service  center.  Both  efforts  can  be  ac- 
complished at  the  gate.  We  are  aware  of  the  unique  time  constraints  faced  by  one 
manufacturer  because  of  design  considerations  they  implemented.  We  have  had  dis- 
cussions with  the  manufacturers  to  explore  ways  to  assist  them  in  resolving  this  dif- 
ficulty. We  will  continue  to  work  with  industry  to  eliminate  costs  associated  with 
late  modifications,  and  will  ensure  that  such  costs  are  not  incurred  by  airlines  that 
make  every  reasonable  good  faith  effort  to  comply  with  the  current  schedule. 

TCAS  VENDORS 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  all  the  TCAS  vendors  even  have  enough  capability 
to  retrofit  all  commercial  aircraft  by  the  date  specified? 
[The  information  follows:] 

One  manufacturer  may  be  required  to  provide  overtime  or  additional  workshifts 
to  accommodate  the  Jiirline  schedule.  Two  other  TCAS  manufacturers  have  the  ca- 
pability. We  are  working  with  the  single  manufacturer  experiencing  difficulty  to  do 
all  that  is  possible  to  facilitate  its  ability  to  meet  the  schedule  as  defined  in  the  Air- 
worthiness Directive  AD  94-01-05  effective  February  4,  1994. 

COST  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  ALCOHOL  TESTING 

Mr.  Carr.  DOT  estimates  that  its  recently  announced  final  rule 
mandating  alcohol  testing  of  safety  sensitive  employees  will  cost 
the  aviation  industry  between  $178  million  and  $254  million  over 
a  10-year  period,  but  these  costs  will  be  offset  by  benefits  of  be- 
tween $292  million  and  $375  million.  Is  this  one  of  the  mandates 
that  the  airlines  have  a  problem  with,  and  if  so,  how  do  they  con- 
test the  Department's  view  that  the  regulation  is  cost  effective? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  comments  provided  to  the  rulemaking  document  and  in  testimony  presented 
at  public  hearings,  the  aviation  industry  expressed  concern  about  the  alcohol  misuse 
prevention  program.  The  aviation  industry  is  concerned  with  the  addition  of  any 
new  safety  regulations  and  the  contribution  which  they  will  make  to  the  cumulative 
burden  of  existing  regulations.  Comments  to  the  rulemaking  document  from  the 
aviation  industry  indicate  that  employers  believe  the  true  cost  of  the  rule  has  been 
understated  because,  among  other  things,  they  believe  the  cost  and  number  of  the 
evidentiary  breath  testing  devices  which  must  be  used  has  been  underestimated  and 
the  extent  to  which  testing  will  result  in  system  delays  and  increased  crew  schedul- 
ing costs  has  not  been  adequately  considered.  Commentors  have  also  expressed  con- 
cerns that  pre-emplojTnent  alcohol  testing  will  be  expensive  but  of  limited  utility. 
Other  commentors  have  suggested  that  the  rate  of  random  testing  should  be  mini- 
mized with  some  suggestions  that  the  rate  of  random  alcohol  and  drug  testing  not 
exceed  10  percent  on  a  combined  basis. 

RULEMAKING  COST-BENEFIT  ANALYSIS 

Mr,  Carr.  It  has  been  suggested  that  FAA  should  also  review  the 
benefits  and  costs  of  pending  rules  as  well  as  advisory  circulars 
and  airworthiness  directives.  Do  you  plan  to  review  these  also?  If 
not,  why  not? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


FAA  conducts  a  cost-benefit  analysis  for  all  rulemaking  projects.  For  airworthi- 
ness directives  (AD),  FAA  issues  a  cost  statement  when  the  costs  of  implementation 
is  below  $100  million.  If  the  costs  are  above  that  amount,  FAA  publishes  an  eco- 
nomic impact  analysis.  A  cost  review  is  not  conducted  for  emergency  AD's.  A  cost 
review  is  not  conducted  for  advisory  circulars  (AC)  since  the  information  published 
in  them  is  not  obligatory. 

HUMAN  FACTORS  IN  AVIATION  SAFETY 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  November  1993  issue  of  "Air  Line  Pilot"  maga- 
zine, a  pilot  wrote  the  following  in  a  letter  to  the  editor:  "The  typi- 
cal controller  works  a  day  shift  or  two,  then  a  swing  shift  or  two, 
then  a  midnight  shift  or  two,  for  a  total  of  five  shifts.  Twice  during 
a  set  of  five  shifts  on  duty,  the  person  gets  an  eight  hour  break 
during  which  the  maximum  amount  of  sleep  that  can  be  expected 
is  five  hours — eliminating  the  rapid  shift  rotation  and  replacing  it 
with  work  schedules  that  rotate  no  more  often  than  every  two 
weeks  could  dramatically  reduce  controller  errors — as  a  pilot  listen- 
ing to  controllers,  I  have  heard  too  many  controllers  with  fatigue 
in  their  voices  and  have  observed  too  many  simple  mistakes." 

It  would  seem  that  the  way  you  rotate  your  air  traffic  controllers 
from  shift  to  shift  is  about  180  degrees  from  what  you  should  be 
doing,  if  you  were  taking  human  factors  into  consideration.  Why 
don't  you  change  this  practice,  to  raise  the  alertness  and  effective- 
ness of  your  controllers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  is  considerable  variation  in  shift  scheduling  practices  at  all  air  traffic  facili- 
ties. These  schedules  are  negotiated  at  the  local  level.  The  most  popular  schedule 
with  the  employees  is  the  2-2-1  schedule  (2  evenings,  2  days,  1  midnight).  Civil 
Aeromedical  Institute  (CAMI)  research  indicates  that  the  2-2-1  is  preferred  because 
of  the  longer  break  between  work  weeks  (80  hours).  More  recent  data  from  an  en 
route  facility  indicates  that  a  higher  percentage  of  controllers  prefer  a  rotating 
schedule  versus  straight  days. 

The  FAA  Office  of  Aviation  Medicine,  CAMI  is  currently  conducting  research  into 
the  effects  of  rotating  shifts.  Recognizing  that  the  direction  of  the  shift  rotation  for 
the  2-2-1  schedule  is  not  consistent  with  recommendations  from  some  shift  work 
researchers,  the  recent  CAMI  studies  were  specifically  designed  to  evaluate  the  ef- 
fects of  the  schedule  changes  on  circadian  rhythm,  sleep,  performance  and  other 
physiological  indices.  Data  was  collected  both  in  the  laboratory  and  field  settings. 
Four  studies  comprise  the  current  program  (1)  Shift  Work,  Age  and  Performance; 
(2)  10-Hour  Work  Schedule;  (3)  Sleepiness  on  the  Night  Shift;  and  (4)  Napping  on 
the  Night  Shift.  The  completion  date  of  these  studies  is  May  1995.  It  would  be  pre- 
matiire  to  impose  changes  in  facihty  scheduling  practices  that  were  negotiated  with 
the  bargaining  units  at  the  local  level. 

CWF  ROTATIONAL  PRACTICES — ^NTSB  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  Safety  Board  ever  taken  issue  with  your  rota- 
tional practices  for  controllers? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  has  been  only  one  safety  recommendation  from  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  (NTSB)  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  concerning  rotation 
practices  of  air  traffic  controllers.  This  reconunendation  was  site-specific  to  the  Salt 
Lake  City,  Utah,  ATC  facility  subsequent  to  a  non-fatal  accident  involving  a  Gates 
Learjet  on  December  3,  1969.  On  May  18,  1973,  the  NTSB  classified  this  rec- 
ommendation as  "Closed,  Acceptable  Action." 
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HUMAN  FACTORS  RESEARCH  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Congress  has  expressed  its  clear  desire  that  you 
should  be  increasing  your  emphasis  on  human  factors  research. 
Last  year,  we  reallocated  your  priorities  and  added  $2  million  for 
human  factors,  to  make  that  a  clear  signal. 

It  disappoints  me,  then,  to  see  that  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget 
proposal  cuts  human  factors  research  13.4  percent,  from 
$29,256,000  to  $25,329,000.  This  is  particularly  curious  in  an  R&D 
budget  which  you  propose  to  increase. 

Why  have  you  decided  to  cut  human  factors  research  so  signifi- 
cantly? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  has  chosen  to  allocate  a  significant  portion  of  oxir  applied  human  factors  re- 
search funding  directly  to  those  projects  performing  the  research.  For  example,  we 
have  increased  the  scope  of  our  air  traffic  control  human  factors  program  by  funding 
research  from  our  Data  Link,  Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation,  and  Airport 
Surface  Traffic  Automation  programs.  The  net  result  is  that  total  agency  resources 
for  human  factors  research  have  been  maintained. 

HUMAN  FACTORS  RESEARCH  PRIORITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  GAO,  between  1983  and  1992,  68.9 
percent  of  all  the  "hull  loss"  aviation  accidents  in  this  country  were 
caused  by  human  error  of  the  flight  crew. 

This  is  far  more  than  are  attributed  to  aircraft  design  or  struc- 
tural problems  (13.1  percent),  or  due  to  terrorism  or  aviation  secu- 
rity violations.  However,  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  proposes 
more  research  into  aircraft  technology  and  security  technology  than 
into  human  factors. 

Aren't  your  research  priorities  a  little  mixed  up? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Hvmian  factors  research  continues  to  be  a  significant  agency  priority.  However, 
much  of  this  research,  which  is  applied  in  nature,  is  now  being  performed  under 
a  variety  of  the  other  programs  contained  within  the  FAA  budget.  For  example,  the 
majority  of  aviation  security  human  factors  research  is  accomplished  as  part  of  the 
overall  security  technology  program.  Similarly,  human  factors  research  in  detecting 
cracks,  fatigue  and  corrosion  is  conducted  within  the  aging  aircraft  program.  Similar 
examples  of  applied  human  factors  research  also  exist  within  the  aviation  weather 
and  air  traffic  control  programs. 

OVERSIGHT  OF  DESIGNATED  MECHANIC  EXAMINERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Part  of  the  FAA's  safety  oversight  responsibility  in- 
volves the  testing  of  applicants  who  want  to  become  certified  avia- 
tion mechanics.  You  perform  this  function  through  669  desigjiated 
mechanic  examiners  (DMEs),  who  test  about  20,000  applicants 
each  year.  In  a  recent  audit,  the  Inspector  General's  office  observed 
the  tests  administered  by  some  of  the  DMEs  and  found  some  seri- 
ous problems.  What  were  these  problems,  and  why  didn't  your 
management  systems  detect  them? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Inspector  General  audited  approximately  5  percent  of  the  total  DME  popu- 
lation and  found  the  DMEs  administering  FAA  tests  were  not  always  following  FAA 
standards  and  procedures.  Some  of  those  DMEs  observed  were  not  discriminating 
between  acceptable  and  unacceptable  test  performance.  The  OIG  audit  identified  22 
DMEs  they  felt  may  be  abusing  their  appointment  by  lowering  testing  standards. 
Tools,  equipment,  and  facilities  of  independent  DMEs  were  in  some  cases  not  suffi- 
cient for  an  applicant  to  fully  demonstrate  the  basic  skills  for  the  rating  sought. 
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New  FAA  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors  were  not  adequately  trained  to  supervise 
DMEs  or  were  not  following  published  guidance. 

Available  FAA  inspector  resources  were  dedicated  to  other  high  priority  tasks  (i.e. 
air  carrier  surveillance,  and  surveillance  of  maintenance  facilities).  Ehiring  siuveil- 
lance  of  DMEs  under  National  Work  Program  (NPG)  requiring  random  surveillance 
of  a  certain  population  of  DMEs,  some  of  the  FAA  inspectors  were  not  identifying 
testing  being  done  improperly.  If  no  negative  findings  are  entered  into  the  data 
base,  management  would  not  have  any  indicators  of  a  problem.  Surveillance  is  now 
100  percent  of  all  DMEs.  At  no  time  has  the  sampUng  of  DMEs  or  mechanics  tested 
by  them  indicated  a  derogation  of  the  appropriate  procedures  or  quality  of  the  over- 
all DME  program.  The  OIG  stated  that  exiting  DME  Guidance  was  quite  adequate 
and  was  used  by  the  OIG  to  perform  the  audit.  A  training  program  has  been  estab- 
lished to  ensure  that  all  DMEs  and  FAA  inspectors  responsible  for  supervision  and 
appointment  of  DMEs  have  been  currently  trained  to  have  a  full  understanding  of 
the  requirements  of  the  designee  program.  A  focal  point  in  each  FSDO  has  been  es- 
tablished as  a  "standard"  for  all  DME  issues  and  questions.  FAA  has  always  had 
a  standardized  designee  training  program  and  it  is  required  that  all  designees  at- 
tend an  initial  and  recurrent  training  coiu-ses  at  a  predetermined  interval.  FAA  in- 
spectors must  now  attend  recurrent  training  with  the  DMEs. 

OVERSIGHT  OF  DESIGNATED  MECHANIC  EXAMINERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Most  disturbingly,  the  IG  found  cases  where  examin- 
ers were  compromising  their  integrity.  For  example,  one  examiner 
agreed  to  provide  a  shorter  and  easier  test  for  a  one-time  fee  of 
$600;  another  helped  a  student  during  a  test  by  telling  him  the 
right  answers.  What  is  wrong  with  your  field  supervision  of  these 
examiners  which  would  allow  such  gross  abuses,  and  what  have 
you  done  to  tighten  up  that  supervision? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  did  not  have  a  comprehensive  documented  system  for  ensuring  that  proper 
oversight  was  being  administered.  As  part  of  the  1992  National  Work  Program,  the 
FAA  performed  1,201  evaluations  of  Designated  Mechanic  Examiners  (DMEs)  per- 
formance. FAA  conducted  special  emphasis  training  for  over  100  FAA  Inspectors  in 
Oklahoma  City  (October  1993).  A  team  is  currently  revising  the  FAA's  Order  for 
DMEs,  scheduled  for  completion  June  1994.  The  22  DMEs  identified  as  possible 
abusers  of  their  delegation  were  re-evaluated,  and  appropriate  corrective  actions 
were  taken.  FAA  Notice  1800.132,  National  Work  Program,  now  requires  100  per- 
cent annual  surveillance  of  all  DMEs.  FAA  Order  8610.1  IB,  DME  Standardization 
Training  Schedule,  now  requires  FAA  inspectors  supervising  DMEs  to  attend  recur- 
rent training.  FAA  Airworthiness  Inspector  Indoctrination  Training  Course  for  new 
FAA  inspectors  is  being  revised  to  include  adequate  initial  training  for  DME  ap- 
pointment and  surveillance. 

DME — REDUCTIONS  IN  MIDDLE  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  fiscal  year  1994  and  1995  budgets  propose  sig- 
nificant reductions  in  "middle  management,"  which  includes  first 
level  supervisors  in  many  cases.  Are  you  reducing  the  layer  which 
supervises  the  DMEs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  reducing  the  number  of  middle  managers,  including  first-level  supervisors, 
FAA  is  not  reducing  the  work  force  assigned  to  provide  oversight  of  designees.  Non- 
supervisory  aviation  safety  inspectors  are  assigned  to  the  oversight  of  designees  and 
they  are  not  affected  by  the  reduction.  The  reduction  in  the  number  of  first  line  su- 
pervisors may  actually  result  in  retiuiiing  some  former  supervisors  to  the  non- 
supervisory  work  force,  thus  increasing  the  number  of  inspectors  available  to  per- 
form all  aviation  safety  inspector  work  functions,  including  designee  oversight. 

INSPECTION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  The  IG  has  conducted  several  audits  over  the  past 
couple  of  years  on  various  aspects  of  FAA's  inspection  programs.  In 
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this  year's  hearing,  we  asked  them  to  give  you  an  overall  grade  (A 
through  F),  and  they  gave  you  a  "D".  They  describe  your  inspection 
program  as  a  "material  weakness"  of  the  department  having  "sig- 
nificant deficiencies."  Mr.  Hinson,  how  would  you  rate  the  FAA's 
inspection  program,  and  why? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  our  responses  to  the  Inspector  General,  we  have  stated  that  we  consider  our 
inspection  program  to  be  very  effective  and  do  not  consider  our  inspection  program 
as  a  "material  weakness."  We  addressed  the  issues  in  the  IG  report  and  have  indi- 
cated actions  that  are  being  taken  to  make  improvements  in  the  programs.  Further, 
steps  are  being  taken  to  make  more  effective/efficient  use  of  our  inspector  resources. 
We  have  developed  the  Safety  Performance  Analysis  System  (SPAS)  which  is  a  deci- 
sion support  tool  for  FAA  management  and  inspectors  to  better  target  inspections 
to  high  risk  areas.  SPAS  measures  the  performance  of  a  carrier  in  relation  to  the 
performance  of  others  in  that  peer  group.  We  are  exploring  means  to  apply  com- 
puter technology  by  the  use  of  a  portable  support  system.  This  new  technology  is 
called  Performance  Enhancement  System  (PENS).  Working  with  PENS,  inspectors 
can  access  FAA  data  bases  and  analyze  data  using  cross-referenced  regulations  and 
guidance.  The  new  technology  will  improve  and  standardize  data  collection  of  in- 
spections. Also  we  are  developing  a  new  program  entitled  Program  Tracking  Report- 
ing System  Activity  Ranking  System  (PARS).  This  will  be  a  support  tool  to  assist 
managers  and  inspectors  in  the  implementation  of  the  office  work  functions. 

We  have  placed  special  emphasis  on  and  improved  our  inspections/surveillance  of 
the  Designated  Mechanics  Examiner  Program.  The  Suspected  Unapproved  Parts 
Program  has  been  developed  and  additional  guidance  is  being  developed  in  conjunc- 
tion with  industry  advisory  groups  to  address  issues  regarding  the  use  of  aircraft 
replacement  parts. 

INSPECTION  PROGRAM — IG  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  IG  told  us  you  need  to:  One,  strengthen  super- 
vision of  inspectors;  two,  establish  a  system  to  better  target  inspec- 
tions to  high-risk  areas;  and,  three,  improve  follow  up  and  enforce- 
ment of  aircraft  replacement  parts.  What  are  you  doing  in  each  of 
these  areas? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  response  to  recommendations  from  the  IG,  we  have  taken  the  following  actions: 
To  strengthen  supervision  of  inspectors,  we  have  issued  additional  guidance  and 
placed  special  emphasis  on  existing  guidance.  To  better  target  inspections  to  high 
risk  areas,  we  have  developed  the  Safety  Performance  Analysis  System  (SPAS). 
SPAS  is  a  decision  support  tool  for  FAA  management  and  inspectors  which  will  in- 
clude the  use  of  algorithms  to  sort  and  integrate  data  and  data  trends  from  related 
data  bases  to  assess  the  relative  compliance  of  the  operators.  The  performance  indi- 
cators in  the  air  operator  area  measure  the  performance  of  a  carrier  in  relation  to 
the  performance  of  others  in  that  peer  group  or  the  performance  of  a  carrier  in  rela- 
tion to  its  own  past  performance.  Based  on  the  outcome  of  the  SPAS  analysis  inspec- 
tors will  be  able  to  plan  the  annual  work  program,  prioritize  the  planned  work  on 
a  quarterly  basis,  and  regularly  define  areas  of  discretionary  surveillance  based  on 
time  information.  SPAS  also  provides  a  profile  of  an  operator  based  on  the  indica- 
tors and  is  a  measure  of  the  carrier's  conformance  to  FAA  regulations.  FAA  is  ad- 
dressing the  use  of  aircraft  replacement  parts.  Additional  guidance  in  the  form  of 
advisory  circulars  is  being  issued.  Special  emphasis  is  being  placed  on  surveillance/ 
inspection  of  repair  stations.  A  complete  analysis  of  the  issue,  as  directed  by  the 
Conference  Committee  in  last  year's  Appropriation  report  is  nearing  completion. 

INSPECTION  PROGRAM — TARGETING  STAFF  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  budget  proposes  a  large  staffing  increase  in  safe- 
ty inspectors.  Yet  I  believe  the  focus  of  most  of  the  IG  recommenda- 
tions has  been  to  improve  the  allocation  and  targeting  of  inspector 
resources,  not  providing  more.  Would  you  comment? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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FAA  agrees  with  the  OIG  recommendations  to  improve  the  allocation  and 
targeting  of  inspector  resources.  The  budget  request  for  an  additional  $3,000,000  in 
PCS  funding  is  in  support  of  reallocating  existing  inspector  resources  into  field  of- 
fices where  their  knowledges,  skills,  and  abilities  will  be  better  utilized. 

However,  an  increase  in  the  number  of  aviation  safety  inspectors  is  also  necessary 
to  enable  the  FAA  to  provide  appropriate  minimum  svu-veillance  levels  and  to  con- 
tinue to  provide  timely  initial  and  ongoing  certification  service  for  air  carriers,  pilot 
training  schools,  mechanic  training  schools,  repair  stations,  and  other  certificate 
holders.  This  year's  budget  does  not  ask  for  additional  positions;  we  only  cite  the 
need  to  fiind  positions  which  Congress  has  already  provided  and  which  are  essential 
to  carry  out  the  safety  functions  they  are  assigned. 

SAFETY  PERFORMANCE  ANALYSIS  SYSTEM  [SPAS] 

Mr.  Carr.  What  contribution  to  improving  the  efficiency  of  your 
inspector  work  force  do  you  expect  to  gain  from  deplo3mient  of  the 
safety  performance  analysis  system  (SPAS)? 

[The  information  follows:] 

SPAS  will  provide  an  analytical  tool  the  FAA  can  use  to  analyze  a  wide  variety 
of  data  to  help  identify  trends  and  to  better  focus  scarce  inspector  resources.  This 
will  enable  the  FAA  to  better  plan  and  execute  a  surveillance  program  that  con- 
centrates the  workforce  on  the  areas  of  greatest  risk,  thereby  increasing  its  effi- 
ciency and  effectiveness. 

SPAS  will  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  inspector  workforce  by  rapidly  (1)  compil- 
ing, analyzing  and  summarizing  large  amounts  of  certificate  holders  and  perform- 
ance data,  and  (2)  providing  rapid  acess  to  the  most  critical  information  needed  by 
the  workforce.  Effectiveness  will  be  gained  by  better  identifying  trends  or  specific 
areas  of  concern  and  directing  inspector  resources  accordingly. 

FOREIGN  MANUFACTURED  PARTS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Inspector  General  has  also  criticized  the  FAA's 
lack  of  oversight  for  foreign  manufactured  parts.  According  to  her, 
you  are  not  providing  oversight  of  foreign  manufactured  aircraft 
parts  and  have  no  surveillance  activities  planned  through  1996. 
Why  is  your  level  of  effort  so  low  in  this  area,  and  how  big  a  prob- 
lem is  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  places  full  responsibility  directly  on  each  production  approval  holder  for  as- 
surance that  products  conform  to  the  FAA-approved  design,  and  are  in  condition  for 
safe  operation.  This  includes  products  produced  at  suppliers  to  the  production  ap- 
proval holders  regardless  of  location.  Supplier  control  must  be  addressed  by  each 
production  approval  holder's  inspection/quality  control  system  and  documented  as  a 
prerequisite  to  FAA  production  approval.  FAA  carries  out  its  responsibility  through 
surveillance  of  the  production  approval  holder's  inspection/quality  control  system 
and  reserves  the  authority  to  inspect  domestic  or  foreign  suppliers  at  any  time. 

FAA  has  conducted  and  will  continue  to  conduct  supplier  evaluations.  For  exam- 
ple, from  1989  through  1991,  the  Engine  and  Propeller  Directorate  performed  sur- 
veillance of  IHI,  Kawasaki,  and  Mitsubishi  located  in  Japan;  MTU  in  Germany, 
Rolls  Royce  in  England,  and  FIAT  in  Italy.  The  Aircraft;  Certification  System  Eval- 
uation Program  (ACSEP)  schedule  for  1994  includes  17  foreign  suppliers. 

Currently,  FAA  is  conducting  an  extensive  review  of  its  policy  concerning  supplier 
surveillance.  A  Supplier  Management  Team  (SMT)  was  chartered  in  June  1993  to 
review  and  revise  appropriate  policy  by  January  1995. 

FAA  concludes  that  the  management  control  system  employed  by  FAA  to  provide 
surveillance  over  U.S.  manufacturers,  including  their  domestic  and  foreign  suppli- 
ers, provides  reasonable  assurance  that  aviation  products  conform  to  the  type  design 
data  and  are  in  safe  operating  condition.  We  further  conclude  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  safety  problems.  However,  Aircraft  Certification  recognized  the  need  for  ad- 
ditional resources  to  support  its  manufacturing  inspection  activities  and  the  SMT 
was  chartered  for  this  pxu-pose. 
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CERTIFICATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Another  area  where  the  FAA  has  been  criticized  re- 
cently is  your  certification  program  for  commercial  aircraft.  In  tes- 
timony last  October,  the  GAO  said  that  your  certification  staff  are 
not  able  to  effectively  oversee  or  add  value  to  the  certification  proc- 
ess due  to  a  lack  of  guidance  and  training.  Their  conclusion  was 
that  "the  current  certification  process  generally  results  in  safe  air- 
craft designs  because  of  the  efforts  of  the  manufacturers  and  exper- 
tise of  their  FAA  designated  employees."  How  do  you  respond  to 
the  GAO's  findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  disagrees  that  we  are  unable  to  effectively  oversee  or  add  value  to  the  certifi- 
cation process.  We  continually  maintain  management  control  over  the  critical  ele- 
ments of  the  certification  process.  Our  value  added  to  the  process  involves  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  certification  basis,  establishing  special  conditions  to  cover  novel  or 
unique  design  features  and  approving  any  equivalent  level  of  safety  findings.  A  key 
element  of  FAA  oversight  is  the  review  and  approval  of  all  of  the  manufacturers 
compliance  plans  and  continual  dialogue  with  the  manufactvu-ers'  designees.  FAA 

{)ersonnel  can  then  become  involved  in  the  critical  aspects  of  the  oversdl  program, 
eaving  the  straight  forward  compliance  activity  to  the  manufacturers'  designees. 
FAA  value  added  to  the  certification  process  lies  more  in  the  up-front  definition  of 
the  regulatory  standards  and  methods  of  compliance  and  focusing  on  the  critical 
technical  aspects  of  the  program  rather  than  being  involved  in  the  technical  "nuts 
and  bolts"  compliance  activity. 

CERTIFICATION  PROGRAM — INTERNAL  STUDY 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  GAO,  an  internal  FAA  study  found 
that  during  certification  of  the  Boeing  747-400  aircraft  in  the  late 
1980s,  FAA  engineers  did  not  understand  the  complex  flight  man- 
agement system,  which  operates  the  navigational  system  and  mon- 
itors aircraft  system  performance.  Because  of  this,  the  FAA  dele- 
gated to  Boeing  designees  the  approval  of  the  entire  system.  A 
similar  process  took  place  on  10  other  aircraft  systems,  including 
the  braking  system.  Why  didn't  this  internal  study  cause  the  FAA 
to  rethink  the  effectiveness  of  its  certification  program  years  ago? 
Why  does  the  GAO  have  to  prod  you  to  make  what  would  seem  to 
be  fundamental  improvements? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  GAO  statement  that  FAA  delegated  approval  of  the 
747—400  Flight  Management  System  (FMS)  and  other  747-400  systems,  because  we 
did  not  understand  those  systems.  The  GAO  examiner  had  a  lengthy  interview  with 
the  FAA  engineer  who  was  familiar  with  not  only  the  original  system  approval,  but 
follow-on  systems  approval  as  well.  FAA  engineers  and  pilots  were  sufficiently 
knowledgeable  of  the  design  and  functioning  of  the  FMS  and  the  other  systems  to 
permit  the  final  approval  of  the  compliance  documentation  to  be  performed  by  the 
manufacturers'  designees.  FAA  Flight  Test  Pilots,  for  example,  flew  the  test  air- 
planes daily,  using  and  evaluating  the  FMS  and  how  it  related  with  other  systems. 

CERTIFICATION  PROGRAM — CONTRACTOR  CERTIFICATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Apparently,  your  certification  staff  suffers  from  inad- 
equate experience.  According  to  the  GAO,  only  17  percent  of  your 
staff  have  six  years  or  more  of  experience.  They  say  that  over  half 
of  your  engineers  with  primary  responsibility  for  certifying  the  Boe- 
ing 777  have  never  even  participated  in  a  major  certification 
project.  Between  fiscal  years  1990  and  1992,  only  1  of  the  12  FAA 
engineers  responsible  for  approving  aircraft  software  attended  a 
software-related  training  course,  even  though  software  technology 
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changed  greatly  over  that  time  period.  Why  has  this  situation  been 
allowed  to  degenerate  to  this  level,  where  contractors  are  certifying 
their  own  designs  as  safe  and  government  inspectors  don't  have  the 
expertise  or  training  to  question  industry's  conclusions? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  general,  the  GAO  report  places  far  too  much  emphasis  on  FAA  certification 
personnel  having  detailed  scientific  knowledge.  It  is  far  more  important  for  our  engi- 
neers to  understand  the  regulations  and  how  they  can  be  acceptably  complied  with. 
Engineering  knowledge  is  certainly  important  for  our  engineers  but  not  necessarily 
to  the  degree  of  that  of  the  manufacturers  engineers.  FAA  engineers  do  not  have 
to  design  airplanes.  In  Tony  Broderick's  testimony  to  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Aviation  (Congressman  Oberstar)  on  October  20,  1993,  he  stated: 

"We  must  be  particularly  mindful  that,  in  the  exercise  of  our  certification  respon- 
sibilities in  the  FAA,  we  not  impede  or  stifle  the  creative,  technology-advancing 
ideas  of  our  industry.  We  must  work  closely  with  these  manufacturers  as  their  de- 
signs become  reality,  but  our  certification  personnel  will  not  be  leading  the  tech- 
nology curve.  Instead,  as  a  practical  matter,  we  have  to  bring  ourselves  up  to  speed 
with  new  concepts  once  the  manufacturers  have  settled  on  their  proposed  design 
choices  and  approaches.  The  manufacturer's  role  focuses  more  on  the  "hows"  of  the 
design,  while  FAA  focuses  more  on  issues  such  as  failure  modes." 

These  points  were  made  repeatedly  to  the  GAO  examiners  who  interviewed  FAA 
engineers,  managers,  etc. 

Regarding  the  inexperience  level  of  engineers  working  on  the  Boeing  777,  the 
GAO  examiners  were  given  detailed  descriptions  of  how  the  FAA  is  managing  the 
777  program,  including  the  experience  level  of  the  managers  and  supervisors  that 
are  overseeing  the  activities  of  the  project  team.  The  GAO  seemed  impressed  with 
the  777  project  process  at  the  time  of  the  interviews  but  did  not  include  those  im- 
pressions in  the  report. 

SAFETY  INDICATORS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  1987,  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  di- 
rected FAA  to  develop  a  standardized  set  of  safety  indicators  to 
measure  the  safety  performance  of  FAA's  air  traffic  operations  on 
a  consistent  basis  over  time.  Even  though  the  Administrator  called 
for  a  protot3T)e  system  to  be  fielded  by  the  end  of  1988,  at  the  end 
of  1992  the  GAO  reported  that  such  a  program  was  still  several 
years  away.  Why  has  this  proven  so  difficult  for  the  FAA  to  imple- 
ment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA's  Safety  Indicators  Program,  currently  called  the  FAA  System  Indicators  Pro- 
gram is  now  operational.  It  provides  a  periodically  updated,  overall  view  of  the  oper- 
ation and  performance  of  the  National  Aviation  System.  Indicator  data  include  acci- 
dent and  incident  rates,  and  measures  of  efficiency,  inspector  activity,  operator  com- 
pliance, and  the  environment  in  which  the  system  operates.  Additionally  system  in- 
dicators are  under  development.  Plans  include  the  development  of  indicators  incor- 
porating human  factors  data.  FAA  management  currently  has  access  to  the  System 
indicators  analysis.  The  system  indicator  data  are  electronically  provided  to  senior 
FAA  managers  quarterly.  Within  the  next  few  weeks,  the  first  annual  "Aviation  Sys- 
tem Indicators"  report  will  be  made  available  to  the  industry  and  the  public.  This 
annual  report  will  replace  the  quarterly  document  which  had  a  limited  distribution 
within  the  agency  and  industry.  We  regret  that  this  valued  document  could  not  have 
been  distributed  early,  but  are  pleased  with  the  quality  of  our  efforts. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  its  January  1993  response  to  the  GAO  report,  the 
FAA  indicated  that  it  would  not  develop  a  program  plan  or  mile- 
stones, but  "is  committed  to  program  implementation  and  will  act 
to  secure  the  necessary  funding."  In  other  words,  you  like  the  idea 
in  concept  but  won't  commit  to  specific  dollars  or  schedules.  Why 
not? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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In  January  1993,  the  System  Indicators  Program  was  in  the  midst  of  a  major  pro- 
gram review  and  it  was  inappropriate  to  respond  with  specific  dollar  funding  levels 
or  schedules.  Since  then,  the  FAA  has  acted  to  fully  fund  the  Systems  Indicators 
Program  at  $550,000  per  fiscal  year.  The  first  annual  System  Indicators  Report  is 
scheduled  to  be  published  and  distributed  to  Congress,  governmental  agencies,  avia- 
tion organizations,  and  the  general  public  in  May  1994. 

DE^fVER  MANAGEMENT  CONFERENCE 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  November,  the  FAA  convened  a  "management 
meeting"  for  its  systems  operations  managers  in  Denver,  Colorado, 
which  was  attended  by  25  FAA  personnel  (10  from  the  regions  and 
15  from  Washington,  D.C.).  This  was  the  same  time  and  place  as 
the  high  profile  "dedication"  ceremonies  of  the  New  Denver  Airport, 
which  were  attended  by  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  other 
dignitaries.  Was  it  simply  a  coincidence  this  meeting  was  chosen  at 
the  same  time  and  place  as  the  dedication  for  the  new  airport? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Normally,  we  alternate  regions  hosting  the  meetings.  We  purposely  selected  a 
central  location  to  hold  the  meeting,  since  the  AXO  Management  Team  comes  from 
locations  throughout  the  country.  Denver  offers  direct  flights  from  most  major  cities 
and  per  diem  rates  are  very  reasonable;  we  were  able  to  find  lodging  at  a  downtown 
location  for  $52.00  per  night  plus  tax  (well  below  per  diem),  and  the  meeting  room 
was  provided  at  no  cost.  The  previous  AXO  manager's  meeting  was  in  Oklahoma 
City  in  August  1993.  The  lodging  rate  there  was  $70.00  per  night  plus  tax. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  February  1993,  President  Clinton  signed  an  execu- 
tive order  directing  that  a  cost  comparison  be  conducted  for  poten- 
tial sites  of  conferences,  in  order  to  minimize  the  cost  of  con- 
ferences. I  understand  that  such  a  study  was  not  performed  in  this 
case,  because  it  was  considered  a  "meeting"  instead  of  a  "con- 
ference." This  raises  the  point  that,  to  ensure  implementation  of 
the  executive  order,  you  must  have  guidelines  to  tell  planners  what 
should  be  considered  "meetings,"  "conferences,"  "seminars,"  et 
cetera,  for  the  purposes  of  tracking  compliance  with  that  order.  Is 
that  right? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  has  informal  guidelines  for  defining  a  conference.  It  is  defined  as  a  gathering 
attended  by  FAA  staff,  as  well  as  others  outside  the  agency  where  the  issues  being 
discussed  are  not  routine,  day-to-day  matters. 

To  comply  with  the  President's  February  1993  executive  order,  the  Department 
of  Transportation  issued  Federal  Travel  Regulation  Amendment  32  on  December  2, 
1993.  This  amendment  provides  guidelines  on  how  to  estimate  the  cost  of  meeting 
sites.  In  some  cases,  there  are  logistical  or  operational  reasons  that  call  for  travel 
to  a  particular  location  (e.g.,  program  review  of  a  faciUty  under  construction,  prox- 
imity to  test  facilities,  etc.).  The  amendment  provides  policy  consistent  with  the  ex- 
ecutive order  governing  conference  planning  to  minimize  the  cost  of  conferences. 
FAA  adheres  to  the  guidelines  covered  in  the  regulation. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  many  FAA  personnel  attended  the  opening  cere- 
monies at  the  New  Denver  Airport,  and  how  was  that  number  jus- 
tified? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Airport  Opening  Ceremonies  Attendees: 
FAA 

Ofllce  or  the  Administrator 

David  R.  Hinson,  Administrator-ES 
Peter  Appel,  Special  Assistant,  GM-14 

Executive  Director  for  System  Operations 

Monte  Belger,  Executive  Director 
Luis  Castro,  Technical  Assistant 

Clyde  DeHart,  Regional  Administrator 

Airway  Facilities 

Jerry  Champion,  Program  Manager,  New  Denver 
Airport,  GM-15 

NAS  Development 

Lindsey  Smith  {Presenters  at  AXO 

John  Turner,  Managers  Meeting} 

Human  Resources 

Herb  McLure  {Presenters  at  AXO 

Mangement  Meeting} 
Dorothy  Berry 

Northwest  Mountain  Region 

Fred  Isaac,  Regional  Administrator 

Ed  Tatum,  Airports  Division  Manager,  SES 


Duty  Station 

Washington 
Headquarters 


Washington 
Headquarters 


Southwest  Region 

Washington 
Headquarters 


Washington 
Headquarters 


Washington 
Headquarters 


Northwest  Mountain 
Region 


Eleven  working  level  people  (who  spend  the  majority  of  their  time  in  Denver  on  a  regular  basis) 
were  in  Denver  for  project  work.  Nine  of  these  eleven  attended  the  dedication  ceremony.  They 
are  core  members  of  the  new  Denver  International  Airport  Special  Projects  Office  Team.  They 
were  in  Denver  the  week  of  November  15,  1993,  on  official  business  in  conjunction  with  their 
Airport  related  responsibilities. 


NAME  TITLE 

Bair,  Roger  Assistant  for  Transition  Planning 

Colder,  Judy  Secretary 

Greene,  James  Aviation  Safety  Inspector 

Moon,  Keith  Real  Estate  Specialist 


DUTY 

GRADE 

LOCATION 

GM-15 

Seattle 

GS-6 

Seattle 

GS-14 

Seattle 

GS-12 

Seattle 
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Baty,  Therese 

Contracting  Officer 

GS-14 

Seattle 

Flood,  Walt 

Special  Projects  Officer 

GM-15 

Seattle 

McCool,  Morris 

Manager,  Special  Projects  Officer 

GM-15 

Seattle 

Bishop,  James 

AF  Program  Manager 

GS-14 

Seattle 

Foster,  George 

Electrical  Engineer 

GS-13 

Seattle 

Handke,  Harrold 

Airport  Certification  Inspector 

GS-14 

Seattle 

Dalton,  Sarah 

Airport  Planner  & 
Capacity  Officer 

GS-14 

Seattle 

Note:  None  of  the  AXO  Manaeement  Team  members  attended  the  Gala  events. 

I. 
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CONFERENCES  (FAA-SPONSORED) 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1992,  the  FAA  sponsored  55  conferences 
which  were  attended  by  a  total  of  1,184  FAA  employees.  Some  ex- 
amples of  these  conferences  were  as  follows: 

Conference  Title  No.  of  FAA  Employees 

Attending 

Evaluation  of  Pilots  with  Heart  Disease  50 

International  Tailplane  Icing  Workshop 20 

Int'l  Conference  on  Airplane  Ground  Deicing  75 

National  Conference  on  Aviation  &  Space  Education  20 

National  Conference  on  Aviation  Magnet  Schools  15 

Annual  State  of  the  Aviation  System 40 

To  what  extent  does  the  FAA  review  its  budget  for  conferences 
to  make  sure  that  only  the  most  essential  ones  are  held,  and  only 
the  most  essential  personnel  attend? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  does  not  have  a  formal  review  process  for  conferences.  Senior  managers  are 
expected  to  manage  the  number  and  cost  of  conferences  to  ensure  that  their  re- 
sources are  appropriately  managed.  Each  organization  performs  cost  comparisons 
for  various  locations  to  ensure  that  costs  are  competitive.  Whenever  possible,  con- 
ferences are  held  in  Washington. 

Conferences  are  an  integral  part  of  ensuring  good  management  of  the  agency. 
FAA  conferences  by  and  large  are  working  meetings.  Given  the  scope  and  complex- 
ity of  FAA's  responsibility  and  the  wide  geographic  range  of  FAA  facilities  and  staff, 
conferences  are  important  to  maintaining  a  uniformity  of  policies  and  management 
direction  within  the  agency. 

CENTER  FOR  MANAGEMENT  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr,  Carr.  Why  is  it  necessary  for  the  FAA,  in  these  tight  budget 
times,  to  continue  to  operate  its  own  facility  for  management  train- 
ing, the  Center  for  Management  Development  in  Palm  Coast,  Flor- 
ida, when  management  training  is  provided  at  competitive  rates  by 
private  companies? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  training  we  are  providing  at  the  Center  of  Management  Development  is  both 
excellent  and  cost  effective.  We  view  it  as  an  investment  in  our  supervisors  and 
managers.  The  cost  per  student  week  of  training  at  CMD  is  $650,  which  compares 
favorably  with  other  public  and  private  sector  training  institutions  where  costs 
range  from  $950  to  $5,000  per  student  per  week.  As  we  develop  the  capability  for 
distance  learning  via  satellite  or  computer,  we  will  be  reducing  the  need  for  such 
on-site  training  and  will  sell  any  excess  capacity  at  CMD  to  other  Government  orga- 
nizations seeking  high-quality  instruction  for  their  supervisors  and  managers. 

MANAGEMENT  TRAINING — GREGORY  MAY 

Mr.  Carr,  Last  year,  a  television  news  show  ran  a  story  alleging 
"cult  like"  training  by  FAA  consultant  Gregory  May  at  the  Center 
for  Management  Development,  According  to  the  IG,  who  is  conduct- 
ing an  investigation  into  the  matter,  it  is  alleged  that,  among  other 
things,  trainees  were:  tied  at  the  wrists  in  small  groups  for  a  24- 
hour  period  and  required  to  sleep  and  eat  while  tied  together;  re- 
quired to  use  meditation  exercises;  and  subjected  to  name  calling. 
Is  the  FAA  aware  of  any  such  practices  used  in  management  train- 
ing courses  at  the  Center  for  Management  Development? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  complaints  that  led  to  the  CNN  broadcast  were  not  registered  by  FAA  em- 
ployees, but  by  employees  of  the  contractor  who  provided  instructors  at  CMD.  The 
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training  Dr.  May  provided  the  contractor  was  a  direct  agreement  between  him  and 
the  contractor. 

To  our  knowledge,  one  class  of  25  FAA  executives  participated  in  a  meditation  ex- 
ercise Dr.  May  presented  as  part  of  an  executive  development  program.  Although 
none  of  the  participants  objected  to  the  exercise,  FAA  asked  Dr.  May  not  to  repeat 
it  in  training  he  conducted  for  FAA.  Our  staff  at  CMD  (6  people)  also  participated 
in  a  meditation  exercise  Dr.  May  presented  to  the  contract  instructors  at  CMD.  We 
know  of  no  FAA  employees  who  were  tied  together  or  who  participated  in  other  ex- 
ercises described  by  the  complainants. 

FAA  had  a  monitor  at  every  executive  training  session  Dr.  May  conducted  for 
FAA  and  also  collected  evaluations  from  each  person  trained.  Our  monitors  did  not 
observe  name  calling  although  some  participants  felt  they  had  been  "labeled"  by  Dr. 
May.  On  the  whole,  we  received  few  complaints  and  overwhelming  praise  for  the 
training  Dr.  May  provided. 

None  of  the  methods  the  contractor's  employees  complained  about  were  ever  used 
in  management  training  provided  by  FAA's  Center  for  Management  Development. 

Mr.  Carr.  Wouldn't  such  techniques  be  revealed  when  the  FAA 
reviews  a  potential  consultant's  proposal? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  It  is  important  to  remember  that  the  training  in  question  was  not  procured 
by  FAA  nor  were  the  students  FAA  employees.  The  training  was  provided  by  Dr. 
May  under  a  consultancy  contract  with  die  University  Research  Corporation  (URC) 
and  the  students  were  URC  employees. 

Our  training  contracts  normally  specify  the  methods  or  processes  to  be  used  dur- 
ing the  training  and  FAA  carefully  reviews  all  aspects  of  a  proposal  before  deciding 
to  proceed. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  long  had  Mr.  May  been  under  contract  with  the 
FAA  to  provide  training  at  the  management  center? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Dr.  May  was  never  under  contract  with  the  FAA  to  provide  training  to  FAA  stu- 
dents as  a  part  of  the  management  center  curriculum.  On  several  occasions  the  fa- 
cilities of  the  Center  for  Management  Development  (CMD)  were  used  for  training 
that  Dr.  May  delivered,  but  these  were  not  conducted  under  CMD  auspices  or  con- 
trsct 

After  the  1981  controllers'  strike  FAA  decided  it  needed  to  make  fundamental 
changes  in  its  management  style  and  work  environment.  To  assure  both  a  recovery 
from  the  devastating  effects  of  the  strike  and  to  position  FAA  for  the  future,  FAA 
changed  the  way  it  selected  and  trained  supervisors,  managers  and  executives  to 
emphasize  participative  management  skills.  In  addition,  the  managers  and  execu- 
tives already  in  the  system  were  provided  training  to  help  change  the  way  they 
dealt  with  people.  The  agency  selected  Dr.  May  as  one  training  and  organizational 
development  consultant  who  could  help  train  senior  managers  to  be  more  effective. 
FAA  has  used  Dr.  May  to  train  executives  since  May  1984;  executives  who  believed 
they  benefitted  from  his  training  also  sometimes  engaged  Dr.  May  for  training  and 
organizational  consultation  in  their  own  organizations. 

CMD-AWARD  FOR  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Carr.  Within  a  few  weeks  after  the  airing  of  this  show,  the 
Director  for  the  Center  for  Management  Development  received  the 
Presidential  Rank  Award,  based  upon  the  recommendation  of  sen- 
ior FAA  officials  including  then  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo. 
Since  the  allegations  of  serious  problems  at  CMD  were  known  at 
that  time,  shouldn't  they  have  been  investigated  before  the  head  of 
the  facility  received  such  a  prestigious  award? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  the  fall  of  1991,  eighteen  months  before  the  CNN  broadcast,  the  FAA  adminis- 
trator nominated  Ray  Salazar  for  a  Meritorious  Presidential  Rank  Award  for  distin- 
guished career  achievements.  The  review  process  for  Rank  awards  is  understand- 
ably intense  and  requires  routing  of  the  nominations  through  Department  of  Trans- 
portation offices,  the  Office  of  Personnel  Management,  and  the  White  House.  The 
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process  culminates  a  year  after  nomination.  In  this  case,  Mr.  Salazar  was  approved 
in  the  fall  of  1992,  well  in  advance  of  the  CNN  inquiry  and  broadcast. 

The  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  has  been  investigating  for  over  a  year,  and 
has  released  no  information  which  would  either  substantiate  or  repudiate  allega- 
tions that  may  have  been  made  against  FAA  employees.  It  would  be  inappropriate 
to  even  imply  that  Mr.  Salazar,  an  extraordinarily  talented  and  dedicated  executive, 
should  be  assumed  to  be  unworthy  of  recognition  for  executive  excellence  in  the 
years  prior  to  1991  because  of  unsubstantiated  allegations  which  arose  in  early 
1993. 

GREGORY  MAY  TRAINING-IG  INVESTIGATION 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  IG,  the  FAA  has  not  fully  cooperated 
in  their  investigation.  They  said  that  FAA  documents  were  difficult 
to  gather,  and  that  "certain  FAA  witnesses  have  not  been  forthcom- 
ing." Why  hasn't  the  FAA  cooperated  fully,  and  doesn't  this  raise 
a  particular  concern  since  one  of  the  allegations  is  that  the  "cult 
like"  training  practices  were  conducted  with  the  full  support  of  top 
FAA  managers,  and  that  an  improper  relationship  existed  between 
the  contractor  (Mr.  May)  and  FAA  officials? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  a  matter  of  both  poUcy  and  practice  FAA  cooperates  fully  with  all  Office  of  the 
Inspector  General  inquiries.  In  this  particular  investigation,  we  believe  we  have 
fvilly  cooperated,  and  that  we  have  provided  any  and  all  information  requested 
(sometimes  more  than  once).  Because  of  the  extent  and  complexity  of  the  OIG's  re- 
quests for  information  we  do  not  ordinarily  track,  we  had  to  invest  extraordinary 
time  and  effort  to  provide  the  requested  information,  and  were  therefore  unable  to 
provide  all  the  information  on  the  dates  the  OIG  requested. 

In  the  course  of  the  OIG  investigation  several  FAA  employees  complained  about 
the  investigative  techniques  employed  by  some  OIG  investigators.  These  tactics  in- 
clude late  night,  unannounced  visits  to  private  residences,  and  on  one  occasion,  to 
a  hotel  room,  as  well  as  numerous  questions  about  sexual  involvement  among  oiu- 
employees.  These  concerns  led  some  FAA  witnesses  to  feel  intimidated  and  several 
have  asserted  their  due  process  entitlements.  FAA  counsel  has  held  that  FAA  wit- 
nesses who  request  that  counsel  be  present  during  the  interview  have  that  right; 
the  OIG,  until  two  weeks  ago,  did  not  allow  FAA  employees  to  have  counsel  present 
during  the  interview.  Resolution  of  these  due  process  matters  delayed  a  small  num- 
ber of  interviews;  we,  however,  do  not  perceive  the  issue  to  be  our  employees'  will- 
ingness to  cooperate  or  be  fiilly  forthcoming  with  information  required  by  the  OIG 
in  the  course  of  their  investigation. 

CMD  FACILITIES 

Mr,  Carr.  According  to  information  provided  for  the  record  two 
years  ago  (p.  1145),  the  management  center  has  an  extensive  rec- 
reational facility,  including  a  pool,  basketball,  handball  and 
volleyball  courts,  exercise  and  weight  room  and  equipment.  At  that 
time,  no  fees  were  charged  for  FAA  managers  to  use  this  facility. 
To  cover  its  costs,  the  Federal  taxpayers  were  paying  almost 
$40,000  a  year  to  support  the  facility.  Shouldn't  such  a  facility  be 
self-supporting,  particularly  when  its  clientele  is  composed  of  upper 
level  managers  and  supervisors? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  facilities  are  used  as  an  integral  part  of  CMD's  wellness  program  which  was 
integrated  into  the  CMD  ciirriculum  on  the  basis  of  extensive  industrial  research 
which  shows  that  physical  health  and  stress  reduction  activities  can  be  correlated 
with  managerial  effectiveness.  CMD's  Business  Plan,  now  under  development,  fo- 
cuses on  making  the  curriculum  and  facilities  available  to  a  wider  range  of  clientele, 
including  other  Federal  agencies  and  private  organizations.  An  important  item  in 
the  Business  Plan  is  the  development  of  a  cost  reimbursable  charge  schedule  de- 
signed to  make  the  facility  more  self-supporting. 
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MID-AMERICA  AVIATION  RESOURCE  CONSORTIUM 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Hinson,  last  May  before  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee,  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo  said  the  following  re- 
garding air  traffic  controller  training  at  the  Mid-America  Aviation 
Resource  Consortium  (MARC):  "I  think  the  program  we  have  estab- 
lished has  proven  itself  ...  I  think  we  have  demonstrated  in  fact 
that  we  can  produce  a  better  qualified  person  in  a  shorter  time  at 
a  significantly  less  cost  to  the  government.  Having  now  dem- 
onstrated that,  we  really  need  to  think  globally  about  the  right  bal- 
ance and  how  far  we  can  expand  that  particular  program.  That  is 
the  right  way  to  recruit  air  traffic  controllers.  There  is  no  question 
about  that."  (p.  67). 

Considering  this  statement,  it  seems  odd  that  the  administration 
proposes  to  delete  the  $2  million  funding  for  MARC  in  fiscal  year 
1995.  Given  the  FAA's  supposedly  strong  support  for  this  program, 
why  are  you  recommending  its  termination? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Since  fiscal  year  1990,  Congress  has  appropriated  $12.65  million  to  MARC  for  the 
establishment  and  operation  of  an  air  traffic  control  training  center.  None  of  these 
funds  were  appropriated  at  the  request  of  FAA.  FAA  does  not  support  the  continued 
appropriation  of  funds  for  this  purpose.  In  addition,  both  The  Report  on  the  National 
Performance  Review  (NPR)  and  the  Office  of  Inspector  General  Audit  of  FAA-Spon- 
sored  Higher  Education  Programs  (Report  No.  AV-FA-3-010)  recommend  termi- 
nation of  funding  for  the  Collegiate  Training  Initiative  program  in  which  MARC 
participates. 

AIRPORT  ISSUES  SHUTDOWN  IN  AIP  GRANT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Because  of  a  lack  of  authorization,  the  airport  im- 
provement program  (AIP)  has  been  shut  down  since  October  1, 
1993.  Can  you  give  us  any  examples  from  specific  airports  which 
indicate  the  impact  of  this  situation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Many  airports  had  scheduled  construction  to  begin  or  bids  to  be  taken  in  early 
spring  in  order  to  continue  ongoing  projects  or  begin  new  projects  at  the  beginning 
of  the  warm  weather  construction  season.  Those  airports  have  had  to  defer  their 
schedules,  and  as  the  delay  continues,  their  programs  either  suffer  financially  or 
will  be  postponed.  Some  of  these  locations  are:  Denver,  Anchorage,  Dallas-Fort 
Worth,  Colorado  Springs,  Fort  Wayne,  Cleveland,  MinneapoUs,  Toledo,  Chicago, 
Akron,  Valparaiso,  and  Frankfort.  Other  locations  with  LOIs  (such  as  Dallas-Fort 
Worth  and  Reno)  had  developed  financial  plans  which  contemplated  grants  earlier 
in  FY94.  Delays  in  reauthorization  have  negative  financial  consequences  on  such  lo- 
cations. 

AIP  OBLIGATION  LIMITATION  IN  1995 

Mr.  Carr.  For  fiscal  year  1994,  we  provided  an  obligation  limita- 
tion of  $1.69  biUion,  which  breaks  down,  on  a  cash  flow  basis,  to 
$140  million  per  month.  If  the  authorization  were  enacted  by  the 
end  of  May  and  funds  flowed  at  their  historic  rate,  the  $1.69  bilhon 
would  last  well  into  fiscal  year  1995.  [They  would  last  until  May 
1995.)  Given  this  delay,  why  shouldn't  we  reduce  the  fiscal  year 
1995  obligation  limitation,  to  provide  consistent  funding  for  AIP 
grants,  without  the  peaks  and  valleys  which  would  otherwise 
occur? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Unlike  other  programs,  the  authorized  levels  in  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improve- 
ment Act  of  1982,  as  amended,  as  well  as  the  $1.69  billion  Appropriation  Act  limita- 
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tion  for  contract  authority  under  AIP  expire  on  the  last  day  of  the  fiscal  year  and 
the  ftinds  are  not  "available  until  expended."  Therefore,  discretionary  funds  are 
"lost"  after  September  30,  if  not  obligated  by  that  date.  Apportioned  funds  (pas- 
senger entitlements,  cargo  entitlements.  State,  and  Alaska)  are  available  for  the 
current  fiscal  year  plus  two  additional  fiscal  years  after  apportionment. 

AIP  is  also  different  since  the  funds  to  not  provide  a  monthly  flow  to  airport  spon- 
sors but  are  based  upon  airports'  needs  for  individual  planning  and  development 
projects.  FAA  projections  show  a  $6  billion  a  year  national  need  for  airport  projects. 
The  delay  in  AIP  ftinding  only  defers  the  projects  for  future  years  causing  an  in- 
crease in  overall  need  for  those  fiiture  years. 

Finally,  due  to  the  nature  of  project  formulation  (design,  bidding,  etc.)  and  execu- 
tion, a  large  amount  of  AIP  funding  is  normally  obligated  after  the  first  quarter  to 
first  third  of  a  fiscal  year  and  much  of  this  is  obUgated  after  May.  Any  delay  serves 
to  compress  tihe  project  activities,  but  all  available  funds  could  be  obligated  within 
the  current  fiscal  year  if  reauthorization  is  enacted  within  the  next  month  or  so. 
In  large  part,  this  is  due  to  the  readiness  and  preparation  of  airport  sponsors  to 
continue  design  and  bidding  work  in  anticipation  of  eventual  reauthorization  of  AIP. 

SHUTDOWN  IN  AIP  GRANT  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Isn't  it  accurate  that  this  long  shutdown  in  the  pro- 
gram means  that  the  airport  and  airway  trust  fund  cash  balance 
will  rise  during  fiscal  year  1995,  and  that  had  the  program  been 
reauthorized,  the  balance  would  have  continued  its  downward 
trend? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  AIP  grant  program  has  been  without  the  authority  to  obligate  monies  since 
the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1994.  If  this  situation  were  to  continue,  the  uncommit- 
ted cash  balance,  which  represents  the  surplus  revenues  in  the  Trust  Fund,  would 
increase.  However,  if  the  money  is  committed  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year,  the  un- 
committed cash  badance  will  not  be  affected.  To  the  extent  the  delay  in  reauthoriza- 
tion slows  the  actual  expenditure  of  AIP  monies,  interest  revenue  will  be  slightly 
larger  than  projected.  This  increase  would  have  the  impact  of  slightly  diminishing 
the  downward  trend  in  the  uncommitted  cash  balance  projected  through  fiscal  year 
1995,  but  only  slightly. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  IG  has  issued  22  reports  to  date  alleging  diver- 
sion of  airport  revenue  and  loss  of  airport  rent.  Those  reports,  com- 
bined with  our  study  by  the  Surveys  and  Investigations  [S&I)  staff, 
)aint  a  picture  of  an  FAA  which  just  checks  to  make  sure  the  right 
)oxes  are  marked  on  airport  grant  assurances,  without  doing  the 
eg  work  necessary  to  verify  those  assurances.  In  a  hearing  last 
May,  the  Acting  FAA  Administrator  said  "there  is  no  question  we 
need  some  tighter  controls."  Considering  the  local  political  pres- 
sures many  airports  are  under  to  divert  revenues,  shouldn't  the 
FAA  be  doing  more  than  simply  trusting  the  airports  making  those 
certifications? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  recent  years,  because  of  reductions  in  Airport  personnel  and  increased  work- 
load due  to  enlarged  and  new  programs,  the  FAA  found  it  necessary  to  rely  on  air- 
port certification  in  many  areas,  not  just  revenue  diversion.  The  certification  posture 
seemed  very  reasonable,  considering  99  percent  of  grants  go  to  public  agencies,  such 
as  counties,  cities,  and  port  authorities.  Since  this  has  not  been  adequate,  the  FAA 
is  strengthening  the  audit  procedures  set  forth  in  the  Compliance  supplement  for 
single  audits  of  State  and  Local  governments.  Additionally,  FAA  will  also  annually 
select  a  sample  of  airports  to  review  for  potential  noncompliance  with  Federal  obli- 
gations. Airports  found  to  have  this  potential  will  be  targeted  for  an  OIG  airport 
revenue  audit. 

Mr.   Carr.   Concerning  FAA  oversight,  the  S&I   report   stated 
"there  is  no  DOT/FAA  policy  establishing  a  uniform  procedure  to 
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determine  whether  sponsors  claiming  an  excepted  status  are  in  fact 
excepted  from  the  AAIA  revenue  retention  provisions  and  thus  are 
allowed  to  divert  airport  revenue...  FAA  officials  stated  FAA  has 
neither  the  resources  nor  the  expertise  to  monitor  this  requirement 
and  considers  revenue  compliance  to  be  its  lowest  priority." 

Given  the  Congressional  interest  in  this  subject,  should  the  FAA 
develop  such  a  policy  and  procedures,  and  devote  more  resources 
to  enforcement  of  the  statute? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Whenever  a  diversion  is  claimed  to  be  under  the  excepted  status  by  an  airport 
sponsor  or  otherwise  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  FAA,  it  will  be  subjected  to  a 
comprehensive  legal  review.  A  determination  will  be  made  in  each  instance  based 
on  the  facts  in  that  particular  case  whether  the  diversion  meets  the  grandfathered 
(or  excepted)  provision. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION 

Mr.  Carr.  Under  the  law,  the  FAA  is  granted  the  authority  to 
withhold  AIP  funds  if  an  airport  diverts  revenue.  However,  accord- 
ing to  the  S&I  study,  you  have  never  done  so.  One  FAA  official  is 
quoted  as  saying  that  revenue  diversion  is  a  fight  between  airlines 
and  airports,  and  the  FAA  should  stay  out  of  it.  Mr.  Hinson,  do  you 
agree  that  AIP  funds  should  be  withheld  from  airports  which  are 
diverting  revenue  improperly  or  failing  to  maximize  the  value  of 
their  rental  income? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  agree  that,  when  an  airport  is  found  to  be  in  noncompliance  with  Section 
511(a)(12)  of  the  AAIA,  it  is  appropriate  to  withhold  funds.  However,  before  this  is 
done,  it  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  due  process  with  a  right  of  appeal  is  followed 
in  accordance  with  Section  519  of  the  Act,  which  addresses  the  withholding  of  grant 
approval  and  payment  of  funds  under  a  grant  agreement. 

The  answer  to  the  second  part  of  the  question,  dealing  with  failing  to  maximize 
the  value  of  their  rental  income,  is  not  answered  as  easily.  There  are  many  situa- 
tions where  airports  have  rented  aeronautical  space  based  on  competitive  negotia- 
tions, which  may  be  less  than  fair  market  value.  Such  action  allows  the  airport  to 
offer  services  to  the  aviation  public  which  then  attracts  pilots  to  the  airport  and  in- 
creases the  number  of  operations  at  that  facility.  This  in  turn  means  more  business 
for  the  airport.  An  airport  is  not  in  business  to  maximize  rental  income,  but  rather 
is  to  maintain  a  fee  and  rental  structure  which  will  make  the  airport  as  self-suffi- 
cient as  possible  under  the  circumstances  existing  at  that  particular  airport. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — COMPLAINTS 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  FAA  officials,  the  majority  of  complaints 
regarding  diversion  emanate  from  airlines,  which  have  a  direct  in- 
terest in  detecting  diversion.  Can  you  tell  us  today  how  many  reve- 
nue diversion  allegations  other  than  IG  reports  have  been  received 
by  the  FAA? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  addition  to  the  Inspector  General  reports,  the  FAA  has  received  3  complaints 
from  outside  sources. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — PROCESS  TO  INVESTIGATE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  process  does  the  FAA  follow  when  an  airline  or 
some  other  organization  alleges  revenue  diversion,  and  is  that  data 
collected  for  statistical  purposes  by  FAA  headquarters? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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When  the  FAA  receives  an  allegation  or  complaint  involving  the  possibility  of  non- 
compliance with  the  grant  assurances,  including  the  diversion  of  revenue,  if  follows 
the  procedures  promulgated  in  14  CFR  Part  13,  Investigative  and  Enforcement  Pro- 
cedures, and  section  519  of  the  AAIA.  Data  are  not  collected  for  statistical  purposes. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — GRANDFATHER  CLAUSE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  1986,  the  FAA  issued  a  policy  statement  in  the 
Federal  Register  that  the  use  of  airport  revenue  to  support 
nonaviation  transportation  facilities  would  be  considered  when  as- 
sessing requests  for  AIP  discretionary  grants,  and  such  diversions 
of  funds  would  be  viewed  as  evidence  of  the  sponsor's  ability  to 
fund  airport  projects  without  discretionary  aid. 

Since  FAA  regional  offices  were  not  complying  with  the  policy, 
regions  were  reminded  on  June  18,  1993,  to  adhere  to  this  policy 
in  1994.  Does  this  include  airports  diverting  revenue  in  accord  with 
the  grandfather  clause? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Under  the  grandfather  provision,  some  airport  operators  may  legally  transfer 
funds  for  nonairport  purposes.  The  1986  pohcy  statement  was  directed  at  the  airport 
operators  who  were  covered  by  this  provision.  The  policy  statement,  while  recogniz- 
ing their  right  to  legally  divert  revenue,  placed  them  on  notice  that  FAA  would  take 
this  into  consideration  in  deciding  whether  such  an  airport  operator  should  receive 
discretionary  funds. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — NOTIFICATION  OF  SPONSOR 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Inspector  (General  has  now  issued  22  reports 
showing  that  revenue  diversion  is  widespread.  Has  the  FAA  noti- 
fied any  airport  sponsor  to  date  that  discretionary  grants  would  not 
be  provided  based  upon  revenue  diversion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No,  the  FAA  has  not  notified  any  airport  sponsor  to  date  that  discretionary  grants 
would  not  be  provided  based  on  revenue  diversion.  However,  in  1986,  the  FAA  pub- 
Ushed  in  the  Federal  Register  its  Policy  on  Use  of  Airport  Improvement  Program 
Discretionary  Funds.  This  official  notification  put  all  sponsors  on  notice  that  the 
FAA  will  consider  a  public  airport  sponsor's  use  of  airport  revenue  in  assessing  re- 
quests for  Federal  discretionary  grant  assistance  available  under  the  Airport  Im- 
provement Program.  We  are  currently  reviewing  that  policy  and  will  be  contacting 
all  airports,  which  are  known  to  be  diverting  revenue,  once  our  new  policy  is  final- 
ized. 

Since  there  is  no  AIP  authorization  currently,  there  has  been  no  contact  made 
with  airports  for  fiscal  year  1994  in  this  regard. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — CHANGING  GRANDFATHER  PROVISION 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  FAA  believe  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improve- 
ment Act  should  be  amended  to  eliminate  or  minimize  the  number 
of  airports  meeting  the  grandfather  provision? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Because  of  the  fact  that  some  airports,  especially  those  operated  by  port  authori- 
ties, have  pledged  all  of  their  revenues,  including  those  earned  by  the  airport 
against  their  bond  issues  which  may  be  ftinding  projects  on  and  oflF  the  airport,  it 
would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  eliminate  the  grandfather  provision.  We  are 
not  sure  how  the  provision  could  be  further  limited  without  causing  severe  hardship. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — PROCESS  TO  IDENTIFY  DIVERSION 

Mr.  Carr.  If  this  is  to  have  any  enforcement  power,  FAA  regions 
will  need  to  have  a  process  for  identifying  cases  of  revenue  diver- 
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sion.  In  the  future,  how  does  the  FAA  plan  to  identify  the  airports 
that  are  diverting  funds? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  plan  to  continue  to  rely  on  third  party  complaints,  to  amend  the  audit  proce- 
diu-es  set  forth  in  the  CompUance  Supplement  for  Single  Audit  of  States  and  Local 
Governments,  to  strengthen  those  procedures,  and  to  request  audit  assistance  from 
the  DOT  Office  of  Inspector  General  to  obtain  the  expertise  necessary  to  satisfy 
more  effectively  our  revenue  monitoring  responsibilities.  In  this  regard,  we  will  an- 
nually select  a  sample  of  airports  for  review  to  determine  if  they  may  potentially 
be  in  noncompliance  with  their  Federal  obligations.  Those  found  to  have  this  poten- 
tial will  be  targeted  for  an  airport  revenue  audit. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — FAIR  RENTAL  VALUE 

Mr.  Carr.  How  can  the  FAA  rely  on  airport  sponsors  to  ensure 
the  airport  receives  fair  rental  value  for  all  airport  Federal  surplus 
property  when,  in  most  cases,  the  OIG  determined  that  it  was  the 
sponsor  who  was  using  the  land  for  less  than  fair  rental  value? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  agree  that  in  most  cases  the  sponsor  is  using  surplus  property  land 
for  its  own  nonaeronauticEil  facilities.  However,  there  is  no  requirement  for  an  air- 
port to  charge  fair  market  value  (FMV)  or  fair  rental  value  (FRV)  based  on  land 
values  located  outside  the  airport.  If  aviation  facilities  are  underdeveloped  or  lack- 
ing, the  airport  may  charge  less  than  FMV/FRV  to  attract  aeronautical  service  pro- 
viders. This  in  turn  will  increase  aircraft  activity  and  enhance  the  overall  economic 
health  of  the  airport.  For  those  portions  of  surplus  property  not  needed  for  aero- 
nautical use,  and  thus  available  for  revenue  production  to  support  the  airport,  FMV/ 
FRV  should  be  encouraged.  However,  even  in  those  instances,  there  could  be  occa- 
sions where  easements  for  noise,  height  of  buildings,  etc.,  could  affect  FMV. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — LOS  ANGELES 

Mr.  Carr.  It  was  reported  in  Aviation  Daily  last  November  that 
the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Airports  is  paying  one-third  of  the 
$100,000  cost  of  that  city's  float  for  the  Rose  Bowl  Parade.  The  de- 
partment confirmed  that  the  money  comes  from  airport  revenues, 
and  said  that  they  chip  in  every  year.  That  hardly  seems  like  a 
good  excuse  for  diverting  airport  revenues.  Has  the  FAA  or  the  De- 
partment investigated  this  case  of  diversion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  is  the  first  time  that  we  have  been  made  aware  of  this  allegation.  We  will 
investigate  this  matter  and  take  appropriate  action. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION — MINIMIZING  DIVERSION/VIGOROUS 

ENFORCEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  edition  of  Airport  magazine,  some  letters 
to  the  editor  from  airports  around  the  country  commented  on  the 
recent  crackdown  on  revenue  diversion.  I  would  like  to  quote  from 
a  couple  of  those  letters: 

"If  Los  Angeles  is  successful  in  diverting  revenue,  we  will  all  pay 
for  this  experience.  Airports  that  have  run  with  lean  staffs  will  be 
hurt  as  we  have  to  compete  with  fire,  police,  parks  and  libraries 
for  funding."  (Small  hub  airport  in  the  Northwest). 

"Serious  city  budget  problems  seem  to  always  lead  to  discussions 
of  ways  to  raid  the  airport.  Recent  Federal  activity  in  the  area  has 
made  it  much  easier  to  'fend  off  raids."  (Small  hub  airport  in  the 
Southwest). 
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Would  you  agree  that  minimizing  airport  revenue  diversion,  and 
vigorous  enforcement,  will  help  airports  around  the  country  by  al- 
lowing more  funding  to  be  spent  on  airport  development  projects? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  is  very  difficult  to  answer,  but  minimizing  airport  revenue  diversion  may  in- 
crease the  amount  of  funds  available  to  airports  and  thereby  be  used  for  develop- 
ment projects.  However,  simply  minimizing  revenue  diversion  does  not  mean  more 
will  be  spent  on  worthwhile  airport  projects.  Instead,  minimizing  the  diversion  could 
result  in  lowering  rates,  saving  funds  for  anticipated  projects,  or  undertaking  less- 
than-worthwhile  projects. 

LETTERS  OF  INTENT — CHANGE  IN  USE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  (February  1994)  report,  the  GAO  found 
that  the  FAA  was  not  limiting  the  use  of  letters  of  intent  (LOIs) 
to  projects  which  would  significantly  enhance  system-wide  capacity, 
as  required  by  statute.  Some  examples  they  gave  were  LOIs  for 
projects  to  construct  water  treatment  facilities,  access  roads  at 
major  airports,  and  projects  at  small  airports  which  add  little  or  no 
capacity  to  the  national  aviation  system.  What  changes  does  the 
FAA  intend  to  put  in  place  to  see  to  it  that  LOIs  are  only  used  for 
projects  which  significantly  enhance  system- wide  capacity? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  change  FAA  intends  to  put  in  place  is  a  policy  for  Letter  of  Intent  approvals. 
The  FAA  has  developed  the  policy  which  will  limit  consideration  of  requests  for 
LOI's  to  airside  development  at  primary  or  reliever  airports.  This  policy  is  currently 
being  coordinated  informally  with  the  airport  and  airline  industry  before  publication 
in  the  Federal  register  for  comment.  Once  the  policy  is  issued,  FAA  will  subject  all 
LOI  applications  to  the  analyses  outlined  in  the  policy. 

LOI'S — ^MODEL  FOR  EVALUATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  FAA  even  have  a  model  today  to  evaluate 
whether  a  proposed  project  "significantly"  enhances  "system-wide 
capacity'7 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  models  to  measure  airport  capacity  in  terms  of  delays  at  specific 
airports  with  the  existing  conditions  and  with  the  addition  of  proposed  improve- 
ments. This  can  provide  a  means  to  compare  benefits  at  different  airports  and  to 
gauge  the  relative  value  of  competing  projects. 

LOI'S — FUNDING  BASED  ON  ECONOMIC  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Some  FAA  officials  told  the  GAO  that  the  FAA's  role 
is  to  be  an  advocate  for  airport  development,  and  they  admitted 
they  have  issued  LOIs  when,  in  their  judgment,  it  was  the  best 
way  to  provide  funding.  Isn't  it  time  for  the  FAA's  airports  person- 
nel to  begin  providing  funding  based  on  economic  criteria,  and  with 
an  eye  toward  increasing  system  capacity,  rather  than  on  their  in- 
dividual subjective  judgment  and  their  desire  to  be  an  "advocate" 
for  development? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  an  advocate  for  needed  airport  development,  but  LOIs  have  never 
been  approved  for  ineligible  or  unnecessary  work.  All  applications  haye  been  sup- 
ported by  airport  master  planning  and  carefully  reviewed  to  establish  that  the 
projects  either  directly  or  indirectly  contributed  to  capacity  development  at  each  air- 
port. However,  in  order  to  best  document  and  to  establish  priorities  for  projects,  the 
FAA  has  initiated  new  LOI  and  investment  criteria  policies,  which  will  subject  all 
LOI  appUcations  to  a  benefit-cost  analysis. 
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LOI'S — COLLATERAL  FOR  PRIVATE  FINANCING 

Mr.  Carr.  One  of  the  premises  of  an  LOI  is  that  it  saves  the  air- 
port money  by  allowing  them  to  use  the  LOI  as  collateral  for  pri- 
vate financing.  However,  I  am  only  aware  of  one  concrete  case 
where  an  airport  saved  money  with  an  LOI  (Reno,  Nevada).  If  we 
are  to  continue  saying  that  LOIs  save  the  airport  sponsors  money, 
I  would  hope  the  FAA  could  offer  some  additional  examples.  Can 
you  do  so? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  does  not  have  quantitative  data  that  LOIs  have  saved  airports  money. 
Reno  may  be  an  example,  but  we  offer  that  Indianapolis,  Louisville,  Orlando,  and 
Nashville  are  other  strong  cases.  The  benefit  is  that  an  airport  can  contract  for  an 
entire  project  and  utilize  the  LOI  to  not  only  establish  more  favorable  financing 
terms,  but  also  complete  the  project  on  a  more  accelerated  basis.  With  individual 
annual  grants,  the  contracts  and  work  scheduled  would  be  confined  to  the  amount 
and  timing  of  the  grant. 

LOI'S — ^MEETING  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Between  1988  and  1993,  FAA  issued  letters  of  intent 
worth  over  $2  billion.  Should  we  have  signed  so  many  LOIs  with- 
out knowing  or  being  able  to  quantify  whether  they  actually  saved 
the  airports  any  money? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  was  satisfied  that  all  of  the  LOIs  approved  met  all  requirements  and 
added  airport  capacity.  These  approvals  were  based  on  master  planning  accom- 
plished by  the  airport,  an  assessment  by  the  FAA  of  the  merits  of  the  project,  as 
well  as  ongoing  discussions  with  each  applicant  on  how  to  structure  the  LOI  levels 
and  payment  stream. 

AIP  FUNDING  FOR  NON-LOI  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  As  the  following  chart  shows,  the  FAA  went  on  a 
"signing  spree"  of  LOIs  in  the  early  1990s,  which  now  limits  the 
amount  of  discretionary  funding  available  for  all  other  airports. 
What  new  policies  has  the  FAA  put  in  place  to  ensure  that  ade- 
quate funding  will  be  available  for  non-LOI  airports? 

[The  chart  and  information  follow:] 
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Source:  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office,  based  on  FAA  data. 
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In  the  first  5  years  of  administering  the  LOI  component  of  the  AIP,  the  overall 
level  of  the  AIP  increased  from  $1.2687  billion  in  FY  1988  to  $1.9  billion  in  FY  1992, 
and  then  decreased  to  $1.8  billion  in  FY  1993.  The  amount  of  discretionary  funds 
available  for  LOls  likewise  increased  from  $205.1  miUion  to  $524.8  million  in  FY 
1992,  and  decreased  to  $299.9  million  in  FY  1993.  During  these  years,  the  FAA  es- 
tablished an  administrative  policy  that  no  more  than  50%  of  the  available  capacity/ 
safety/security/noise  (CSSN)  discretionary  would  be  committed  to  LOIs.  In  FY  1992 
and  1993,  this  policy  was  amended  to  include  both  CSSN  and  remaining  discre- 
tionary. (Note:  LOIs  may  also  include  military  airport  program,  noise,  and  small 
hub  discretionary  funds.)  The  FAA  worked  closely  with  airport  sponsors  to  develop 
work  programs  and  LOI  payout  schedules  which  maintained  the  50%  rule.  We  ex- 
pect this  policy  to  continue  and  will  continue  to  rely  on  future  funding  levels  carried 
in  the  administration's  outyear  budget  plans  for  the  AIP  to  establish  reasonable  lev- 
els for  LOI  approvals. 

AIP — INVESTMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  FAA  issued  investment  criteria  to  help  guide 
the  evaluation  of  AIP  discretionary  grant  proposals?  If  not,  where 
does  the  agency  stand  in  its  development  of  investment  criteria, 
and  when  do  you  believe  the  FAA  will  issue  its  criteria  in  final 
form? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  completed  development  of  AIP  investment  criteria  for  use  in  fiscal 
year  1994  and  beyond.  The  criteria  will  be  published  in  late  May  1994.  It  also  iden- 
tifies a  series  of  initiatives  that  will  be  taken  to  further  improve  the  project  selection 
process.  They  include  an  industry/academia  outreach  program  tentatively  planned 
for  August  1994  and  development  of  performance  factors  and  measures  for  those  fac- 
tors scheduled  for  completion  by  November  30,  1994. 

NEED  FOR  AIP  INVESTMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  Acting  Administrator  told  this  Commit- 
tee: "I  think  our  process  for  the  awarding  of  discretionary  money 
can  be  much  better  than  it  is  today.  I  think  it  can  be  much  more 
quantitative  than  it  is  today.  I  would  agree  with  you  on  the  need 
for  investment  criteria  that  gives  us  the  ability  to  prioritize  our  in- 
vestments based  on  the  maximum  rate  of  return." 

Mr.  Hinson,  this  is  your  first  appearance  before  the  subcommit- 
tee as  FAA  Administrator.  Do  you  share  Mr.  Del  Balzo's  view  on 
the  need  for  investment  criteria? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  process  which  has  been  used  for  awarding  discretionary  funds  has  been  effec- 
tive and  efficient.  We  can  always  improve  our  process,  and  we  have  initiated  efforts 
to  develop  AIP  investment  criteria  for  use  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  beyond. 

AIP  INVESTMENT  CRITERIA — ^USE  IN  1994 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  hearing  last  May  before  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee,  Mr.  Del  Balzo  said  the  FAA  would  have  investment  cri- 
teria ready  for  implementation  in  fiscal  year  1994  (p.  22).  Acknowl- 
edging that  the  Transportation  Research  Board  had  called  for  in- 
vestment criteria  as  far  back  as  1990,  the  FAA  said  that  between 
May  and  August  1994,  a  better  process  would  be  in  place  (p.  38). 
Is  that  still  the  FAA's  plan? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA's  plan  for  the  use  of  investment  criteria  is  ready  and  will  be  imple- 
mented in  fiscal  year  1994.  . 
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INVESTMENT  CRITERIA — ^TYPE  OF  PROJECT 

Mr.  Carr.  What  t)rpe  of  projects  does  the  FAA  intend  to  evaluate 
for  AIP  discretionary  grants  using  this  document,  and  will  that  be 
broadened  to  new  categories  in  future  years? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  will  screen  all  projects  to  determine  appropriateness  for  the  AIP  and 
rate  all  projects  according  to  an  established  priority  system.  Further,  FAA  will  sub- 
ject high  priority  capacity  projects  which  require  $10  million  or  more  of  discre- 
tionary funds  to  a  benefit-cost  analysis.  This  process  may  be  broadened  in  fixture 
years  as  goals  and  performance  measures  are  developed  by  November  30,  1994. 

INVESTMENT  CRITERIA — REPORT  BY  RE&D  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  Acting  Administrator  asked  the  RE&D 
Advisory  Committee  to  review  our  proposal  for  investment  criteria. 
The  preliminary  report  of  that  group,  headed  by  Mr.  George  How- 
ard of  ACI,  was  highly  critical  of  investment  criteria.  Concerning 
the  committee's  proposed  use  of  benefit-cost  ratios,  economic  rate 
of  return,  net  present  value,  or  other  economic-based  measures, 
this  group  said  such  techniques  "are  highly  theoretical,  difficult 
and  costly  to  employ,  require  critical  assumptions  and  could  bias 
the  selection  process  in  favor  of  airside  capacity  projects  at  large 
airports  if  qualitative  criteria  and  judgment  are  excluded  from  the 
process."  Do  you  agree  with  that  assessment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  report  of  the  RE&D  Advisory  Committee,  including  the  above  statement,  was 
useful  in  our  development  of  standards  for  the  use  of  investment  criteria  for  the 
AIP.  The  FAA  is  aware  of  the  difficulties  in  the  application  of  benefit-cost  analyses, 
but  believes  those  problems  can  be  managed  for  certain  project  types.  The  FAA  will 
apply  these  analyses  to  high  cost  capacity  projects,  with  benefits  to  be  measured  in- 
cluding reduced  aircraft  operating  expenses  and  saved  passenger  time. 

INVESTMENT  CRITERA — COMPLIANCE  WITH  OMB  GUIDANCE 

Mr.  Carr.  If  so,  how  will  the  FAA  comply  with  OMB  guidance 
requiring  the  use  of  formal  quantitative  measurement  techniques 
for  investment  projects? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Executive  Order  12893  expressly  directs  that  both  quantitative  and  qualitative 
measures  be  considered  in  the  use  of  benefit-cost  analyses. 

The  FAA  plans  to  use  quantitative  measurements  in  its  benefit-cost  analyses  of 
capacity  projects.  The  measures  of  delays  at  airports  and  related  savings  of  aircraft 
operations  and  passenger  times  will  be  quantified  through  onsite  surveys  and/or 
modeling  techniques. 

PASSENGER  FACILITY  CHARGES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  reauthorization  proposal,  the  Administration 
proposes  to  allow  the  use  of  PFCs  for  projects  to  meet  environ- 
mental mandates  and  to  allow  greater  access  for  persons  with  dis- 
abilities. Does  the  administration's  bill  propose  any  broader 
changes  to  the  passenger  facility  charge  (PFC)  program?  If  not, 
does  that  indicate  your  belief  that  the  current  program  does  not 
need  to  be  changed  beyond  that? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  in  addition  to  making  the  eligibility  of  projects  to  meet  environmental  man- 
dates the  same  under  the  PFC  program  as  it  is  under  the  AIP,  we  have  proposed 
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making  "adequate  justification"  one  of  FAA's  approval  criteria  for  PFC  funded 
projects. 

ADMINISTRATION'S  PFC  PROPOSAL 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  speech  last  May,  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo 
said  it  was  "virtually  certain"  that  we  will  see  some  form  of  needs 
assessment  applied  to  PFC-funded  projects  in  the  future.  He  said 
the  FAA  was  considering  the  addition  of  two  new  criteria  for  PFC 
projects:  (a)  a  requirement  that  sponsors  certify  that  critical  capac- 
ity, security  and  safety  needs  are  all  adequately  funded  before  any 
expenditures  will  be  made  for  lower  priority  projects;  and  (b)  a  re- 
quirement that  limits  the  use  of  PFC  funds  for  airport  ground 
transportation  projects.  Money  would  be  available  only  to  complete 
the  last  link  connecting  the  airport  to  the  local  transportation  sys- 
tem, and  would  be  proportional  to  the  number  of  airport-destined 
riders. 

Both  of  these  changes  would  improve  the  PFC  program,  in  my 
opinion.  Why  haven't  they  been  included  in  the  Administration's 
PFC  proposal? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  the  administration's  proposed  AIP  reauthorization  bill,  we  have  proposed  mak- 
ing "adequate  justification"  one  of  FAA's  approval  criteria  for  PFC  funded  projects. 
Adding  this  language  to  the  PFC  statute  would  underscore  FAA's  position  and  pol- 
icy that  AIP,  and  therefore  PFC,  project  eligibility  implies  that  the  project  must  be 
justified.  Adding  "justification"  to  our  approval  criteria  follows  from  the  ideas  Acting 
Administrator  Del  Balzo  was  considering  in  this  speech  last  spring.  It  is  our  experi- 
ence that  airports  are  effectively  using  the  PFC  to  complement  other  revenue 
sources  and  that  additional  statutory  requirements  beyond  our  proposal  are  not 
needed  at  this  time. 

AIP  MANAGEMENT  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  past,  the  FAA  has  sometimes  announced  "ten- 
tative allocations"  of  AIP  grant  awards  to  airports.  These  are  typi- 
cally in  the  form  of  a  letter  to  the  airport  sponsor  which  begins 
with  the  statement  "the  FAA  is  pleased  to  announce  *  *  *."  The 
problem  is,  FAA  can  later  withdraw  those  funds  based  on  new  in- 
formation received  from  the  grantee. 

In  a  letter  to  this  Committee  last  August,  the  FAA  stated  "a  ten- 
tative allocation  is  not  a  grant  but  indicates  our  support  for  a 
project."  However,  the  letter  sure  sounds  like  a  grant  award  is 
being  made,  which  can  cause  confusion  and  hard  feelings  when  the 
funds  are  subsequently  denied.  Wouldn't  it  be  simpler  and  more 
straightforward  to  just  announce  a  grant  when  it  is  being  made, 
rather  than  issuing  "tentative  allocations"  which  can  be  changed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Your  point  is  well  taken  as  to  wording  and  we  will  see  how  it  could  be  improved. 
However,  for  the  reasons  cited  below,  the  notice  of  allocation  to  the  airport  sponsor 
is  a  key  step  leading  to  the  issuance  of  a  grant  offer,  which  must  be  contingent  upon 
applicable  Federal  requirements  being  met. 

The  tentative  allocation  (TA)  provides  information  that  a  grant  can  be  expected 
diuing  the  fiscal  year,  and  this  is  important  when  sponsors  do  not  have  their  own 
funds  for  project  formulation. 

The  TA  includes  clear  limitations  and  allows  the  sponsor  to  proceed  with  soliciting 
bids  for  the  projects  so  that  the  grant  does  not  have  to  be  issued  based  on  estimates. 
This  procedure  protects  both  the  airport  and  the  FAA  from  adverse  financial  im- 
pacts in  the  event  that  bid  costs  deviate  significantly  from  the  engineer's  estimates. 
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AIP  GRANTS  WITH  NO  OUTLAYS  IN  TWO  YEARS 

Mr.  Carr.  At  the  time  of  last  year's  hearing,  the  FAA  had  87  AIP 
grants  totahng  $115.5  million  which  had  not  outlayed  a  dime  in 
over  two  years.  The  FAA  explained  this  by  saying  that  in  some  re- 
gions, grants  were  being  issued  when  preliminary  estimates  are  re- 
ceived but  before  completion  of  final  plans  and  specifications.  When 
unexpected  difficulties  arise,  the  funds  just  sit  around  when  they 
could  instead  be  allocated  to  projects  which  are  ready  to  go.  Has 
this  practice  been  changed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  been  moving  toward  the  goal  of  only  issuing  grants  after  actual  bids 
are  received.  When  this  goal  is  ultimately  reached,  the  situation  described  should 
not  exist.  The  situation  has,  in  fact,  improved  and  continues  to  do  so. 

NATIONAL  PLAN  OF  INTEGRATED  AIRPORT  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  we  discussed  the  inadequacies  of  the  na- 
tional plan  of  integrated  airport  systems,  which  is  often  thought  of 
as  the  "master  plan"  of  the  AIP  program,  but  is  today  more  of  a 
shopping  list.  You  told  us  at  that  time  that  a  new,  improved  plan 
would  be  issued  in  September  1993.  It  is  now  April  1994  and  a  new 
report  still  hasn't  been  issued.  Why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  revised  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport  System  (NPIAS)  has  been  under- 
going extensive  review  and  coordination  within  the  FAA  which  has  delayed  its  issu- 
ance. We  expect  that  the  NPIAS  will  be  issued  this  summer. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  improvements  in  this  plan  can  we  expect  to  see 
when  it  is  finally  issued? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  revised  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport  Systems  will  describe  the  com- 
position of  the  airport  system,  its  condition  and  performance,  and  forecasted 
changes  in  activity,  and  relate  these  to  an  estimate  of  development  needs.  The  re- 
vised plan  will  use  a  shorter  time  frame  and  set  specific  goals  for  the  Airport  Im- 
provement Program. 

AIP — LEADERSHIP  IN  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  believe  the  FAA  can  take  a  stronger  leadership 
role  in  financing  airport  development  by  targeting  its  resources  bet- 
ter and  coordinating  them  with  a  strong  master  plan,  or  is  the  FAA 
such  a  small  player  overall  that  it  is  unrealistic  to  believe  the  FAA 
can  effectively  control  and  guide  airport  development? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  been  very  effective  in  using  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  to 
influence  local  decisions  and  foster  an  extensive,  adequate,  and  safe  national  system 
of  airports,  and  we  expect  to  continue  that  influence  in  the  future.  Political,  social, 
and  environmental  issues  also  play  important  roles  in  local  decision  making,  and 
tend  to  Umit  the  influence  of  Federal  financial  aid,  so  we  cannot  expect  to  have  ab- 
solute control  over  airport  development. 

The  FAA  also  plays  a  role  in  the  planning  of  airports  and  airport  systems  through 
the  m.aster  plan  process.  In  future  years  our  goal  is  to  assist  airports  in  planning 
to  enhance  capacity.  Our  review  of  projects  under  the  new  investment  criteria  will 
provide  data  to  enhance  not  only  the  grant  process,  but  also  the  planning  process. 

AIRPORT  NOISE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  our  fiscal  year  1993  committee  report,  we  noted 
that  significant  funds  were  being  wasted  through  Federal  noise 
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abatement  grants  to  communities  which  knowingly  allow  develop- 
ment in  noise-impacted  areas  around  airports.  We  asked  the  IG  to 
conduct  a  nationwide  audit  of  this  problem.  This  report  is  now  in 
final  preparation  by  the  IG,  but  they  found  widespread  building  in 
noise-impacted  zones. 

Audits  of  building  permits  on  land  surrounding  10  airports  dis- 
closed about  6,500  housing  units  constructed  or  approved  for  con- 
struction on  noise-impacted  land.  They  estimate  Federal  funds  of 
about  $75  million  could  be  requested  to  provide  noise  mitigation 
measures  for  these  buildings.  And  this  was  only  10  airports.  Given 
this  nationwide  problem,  don't  we  need  to  take  stronger  measures 
to  prevent  the  waste  of  Federal  funds  in  this  manner? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  interested  in  pursuing  new  initiatives  to  discourage  the  construction 
of  noise-sensitive  development  in  noise-impacted  areas  around  airports.  Toward  this 
end,  the  FAA  has  established  a  Study  Group  on  Compatible  Land  Use  to  assist  in 
the  development  of  a  national  strategy.  Participating  in  this  Study  Group  are  rep- 
resentatives of  airports,  the  airUne  and  air  freight  industry,  the  business  aircraft 
community,  state  and  local  governments,  NOISE,  and  academia. 

The  control  of  land  uses  for  aviation  noise  purposes  is  a  complex  and  controversial 
issue.  Most  of  the  major  airports  in  metropoUtan  areas  that  have  serious  noise  prob- 
lems, such  as  Chicago  O'Hare,  Newark  International  Airport,  and  Detroit  MetropoU- 
tan Airport,  are  surrounded  by  multiple,  independent  local  governmental  jurisdic- 
tions that  individually  control  land  uses  within  noise-impacted  areas.  In  many 
cases,  despite  the  efforts  of  the  airports,  local  jurisdictions  are  still  permitting  resi- 
dential and  other  noise-sensitive  development  in  these  areas.  There  are  a  variety 
of  reasons  such  development  is  permitted,  including  not  recognizing  the  noise  prob- 
lem, opposing  the  airport  and  not  wanting  to  make  land  use  concessions  to  it,  acqui- 
escing to  local  development  pressure  and  its  economic  benefit  (including  expanding 
the  tax  base  of  the  community),  and  having  other  higher  priorities  (such  as  increas- 
ing the  stock  of  housing  on  developable  land). 

While  the  Study  Group  on  Compatible  Land  Use  is  not  due  to  submit  rec- 
ommendations to  the  FAA  until  the  end  of  1994,  preUminary  discussions  of  the 
Study  Group  have  focused  on  better  cooperative  planning  interactions  between  air- 
port owners  and  jurisdictions  controUing  land  uses,  supported  by  appropriate  Fed- 
eral incentives — rather  than  either  Federal  land  use  mandates  or  punitive  Federal 
financial  measures.  As  an  initial  step  along  these  lines  pending  completion  of  the 
Study  Group's  work,  the  Administration  proposed  in  its  AIP  reauthorization  pack- 
age the  provision  of  land  use  compatibility  planning  and  implementation  grants  to 
states  and  local  jurisdictions  around  airports  that  are  not  airport  sponsors.  Com- 
ments submitted  on  this  provision  by  organizations  represented  on  the  Study  Group 
(e.g.,  ACI,  ATA,  NOISE)  have  improved  this  concept. 

The  FAA  is  also  considering  whether  stronger  negative  policies  in  the  areas  of 
FAR  Part  150  program  approvals  and  Federsd  funding  eligibility  should  be  insti- 
tuted. The  major  concerns  are  that  such  policies  may  divest  the  Federal  government 
of  useful  available  tools  to  deal  with  noncompatible  land  uses  around  airports  and 
would  penalize  airports  and  people  living  near  airports,  without  having  sufficient  ef- 
fect on  the  non-airport  jurisdictions  which  allow  such  land  uses.  The  FAA  would  so- 
licit broad  industry  and  pubUc  comment  on  any  proposals  before  pursuing  such  op- 
tions. 

AIRPORT  NOISE— IG  RECOMMENDATION  ON  INCOMPATIBLE 

DEVELOPMENT 

Mr,  Carr.  The  IG  intends  to  recommend  that  FAA  require  air- 
port sponsors  to  notify  local  jurisdictions  that  incompatible  develop- 
ment after  acceptance  of  the  noise  exposure  map  will  not  be  eligible 
for  Federal  noise  mitigation  grants,  and  require  sponsors  to  revise 
their  airport  noise  compatibility  programs  to  incorporate  this  pol- 
icy. What  do  you  think  of  this  recommendation? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  FAA  agrees  with  the  recommendations  and  is  considering  such  a  poUcy.  How- 
ever, the  FAA  would  not  favor  pursuing  this  recommendation  without  subjecting 
specific  proposals  to  broad  industry  and  public  comment,  including  review  by  the 
Study  Group  on  Compatible  Land  Use. 

There  are  several  concerns  to  balance.  The  FAA's  focus  is  for  its  noise  funding 
decisions  to  support  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  the  goals  of  reducing  existing 
noncompatible  development  and  preventing  additional  noncompatible  development 
in  noise-impacted  areas  around  airports.  The  FAA  is  uncertain  whether  the  with- 
holding of  Federal  noise  grants  would  provide  sufficient  leverage  to  alter  the  land 
use  practices  of  local  jurisdictions  that  are  not  airport  owners.  The  effect  of  such 
a  policy  would  be  felt  most  strongly  by  airport  owners,  who  may  have  very  limited 
influence  over  land  development  decisions,  and  by  citizens  living  around  airports, 
who  may  not  have  been  fiilly  comizant  of  the  noise  problem  when  they  purchased 
properties.  An  unintended  side  effect  could  be  to  encourage  airports  to  delay  prepar- 
ing and  publishing  noise  exposure  maps,  thereby  postponing  the  date  of  ineligibility 
for  new  development  until  more  development  is  in  place  and  qualifies  as  existing 
development.  This  would  obviously  be  counterproductive  to  Federal  efforts  to  en- 
courage airports  to  make  known  to  the  public  the  extent  of  the  airport's  noise-im- 
pacted area. 

AIRPORT  NOISE — MITIGATION  MEASURES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  do  you  think  of  requiring  that,  at  the  time  of 
sale,  a  covenant  be  added  to  deeds  advising  that  the  home  is  in  a 
noise-impacted  area  and  that  Federal  grants  will  not  be  used  for 
mitigation  measures? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  encourages  full  disclosure  to  prospective  buyers  that  homes  are  located 
in  noise-impacted  areas.  Under  current  practice,  such  disclosure  is  provided  by  some 
jurisdictions  as  a  matter  of  local  prerogative.  The  FAA  would  want  the  opportunity 
to  more  fully  consider  the  legal  and  practical  implications  of  a  Federally-mandated 
covenant  disclosing  noise-impacted  areas  before  supporting  such  a  recommendation. 

The  FAA  believes  that  the  withholding  of  Federal  noise  grants  is  worthy  of  fur- 
ther serious  consideration.  However,  the  FAA  is  not  prepared  to  support  such  a  rec- 
ommendation without  additional  analysis  and  industry  and  public  review  in  view 
of  the  complexity,  sensitivity,  and  uncertain  consequences  of  such  a  policy. 

AIRPORT  NOISE — CONGRESSIONAL  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Carr.  As  you  know,  this  year  the  airport  grant  program  is 
up  for  reauthorization.  What  specific  measures  could  Congress  in- 
clude in  that  legislation  to  more  effectively  deal  with  this  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  believe  that  a  proposal  presently  before  the  Congress  would  assist  in  more  ef- 
fectively dealing  with  this  problem  and  has  broad  support  by  aviation  interests  and 
by  representatives  of  communities  affected  by  aviation  noise.  The  Administration  in- 
troduced in  Section  118  of  its  AIP  reauthorization  bill  the  provision  of  land  use  com- 
patibility and  implementation  grants  to  states  and  local  jurisdictions  around  air- 
ports that  are  not  airport  sponsors.  Comments  submitted  on  this  proposal  by  organi- 
zations represented  on  the  Study  Group  on  Compatible  Land  Use  (e.g.,  ACI,  ATA, 
NOISE)  have  improved  upon  this  proposal  and  are  included  in  Section  116  of  the 
March  11,  1994  staff  draft  of  Senate  Bill  1491.  (Section  116  additionally  includes 
a  requirement  that  such  grants  must  be  co-sponsored  by  the  airport  owner,  which 
is  a  concept  that  we  believe  was  inadvertently  carried  over  from  a  previous  draft 
and  does  not  presently  have  industry,  NOISE,  or  FAA  support. 

PAY  FREEZE  RELATED  TO  EECP 

Mr.  Carr.  For  the  past  two  years,  we  have  acceded  in  conference 
to  the  Senate's  wishes  to  deny  pay  raises  and  bonuses  for  any  FAA 
employee  involved  in  a  substantial  way  in  development  of  the  ex- 
panded east  coast  plan.  Can  you  tell  us  why  the  FAA  can't  seem 
to  resolve  this  politically  controversial  and  thorny  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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In  fiscal  year  1990  Congress  directed  the  FAA  to  prepare  within  180  days  an  envi- 
ronmental impact  statement  (EIS)  pvirsuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  for  the  changes  in  aircraft  flight  patterns  caused  by  implementation  of  the  Ex- 
panded East  Coast  Plan  (EECP)  over  New  Jersey.  In  FY  1992  and  1993,  Congress 
denied  pay  raises  and  bonuses,  not  to  FAA  employees  involved  in  the  development 
of  the  EECP,  but  to  employees  involved  in  any  way  with  preparation  of  the  EIS 
mandated  in  1990.  The  Final  EIS  is  currently  under  final  review  and  should  be  is- 
sued shortly.  Any  decisions  made  as  a  result  of  the  Final  EIS  will  be  an  important 
first  step  to  solve  the  problem.  Once  the  EIS  is  completed,  the  FAA  plans  to  work 
with  the  Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  the  airlines,  FAA,  local  land 
use  control  jurisdictions,  and  the  citizens  of  New  Jersey  and  New  York,  to  attempt 
to  develop  more  comprehensive  solutions  for  this  problem. 

As  you  note,  the  problem  is  politically  controversial  and  thorny.  Since  the  busiest 
airspace  in  the  world  overlies  the  most  densely  populated  state  in  the  country,  air- 
craft must  overfly  some  populated  areas  to  reach  other  destinations.  The  system  of 
air  traffic  routes  and  procedures  in  the  New  York  metropolitan  area  is  complex  and 
interrelated  because  there  are  three  major  airports  located  within  two  minutes  fly- 
ing time  of  each  other.  Five  to  six  thousand  air  carrier  and  general  aviation  flights 
a  day  fly  through  the  airspace  below  12,000  feet  within  a  55  mile  radius  of 
LaGuardia  Airport.  This  local  £ur  traffic  system  is  part  of  the  larger  system  of  routes 
and  procedures  implemented  as  part  of  the  EECP  over  a  20-state  area. 

The  FAA  afforded  extensive  opportunities  for  public  participation  during  their 
process.  Through  this  process  the  parties  began  building  consensus  among  the  af- 
fected communities  on  how  noise  should  be  distributed  to  support  implementation 
of  any  major  proposal  to  restructure  the  airspace.  The  FAA  will  continue  to  work 
with  the  interested  parties  to  cooperate,  resolve  their  fundamental  disagreements, 
and  develop  mutually  satisfactory  solutions.  We  hope  to  restore  the  trust  and  con- 
fidence of  New  York  area  residents. 

From  a  policy  perspective,  the  ultimate  solution  may  be  difficult  because  it  will 
require  the  FAA  to  balance  its  roles  of  promoting  aviation  and  environmental  qual- 
ity. This  will  mean  weighing  potential  impacts  on  the  industry,  the  traveUng  public, 
and  on  environmental  quality.  In  confronting  the  environmental  issues,  the  FAA 
faces  scientific,  economic,  and  political  uncertainties. 

EFFECTIVENESS  OF  RELIEVER  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Over  one  year  ago,  the  Inspector  General  issued  a  re- 
port claiming  that  funds  for  "reliever"  airports  were  not  being  effec- 
tively utilized  since  the  airports  were  not  drawing  much  traffic 
away  from  the  congested  commercial  service  airports.  In  response, 
the  FAA  conducted  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of  the  reliever  air- 
port program  to  determine  its  effectiveness.  What  were  the  findings 
and  recommendations  of  this  evaluation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  coordinating  a  draft  of  its  evaluation  of  the  reliever  airport  program 
with  the  Inspector  General  in  order  to  resolve  significant  issues,  such  as  how  best 
to  measure  the  success  of  the  reliever  program.  The  evaluation  should  be  finalized 
this  summer  at  which  time  its  conclusions  and  recommendations  will  be  made  avail- 
able. 

RELIEVER  AIRPORTS — ^FAA  REVIEW 

Mr.  Carr.  You  were  planning  to  complete  this  comprehensive 
evaluation  by  October  31,  1993.  The  FAA  chief  of  staff"  advised  the 
IG  that  the  evaluation  had  been  completed,  but  would  not  be  is- 
sued until  final  review  by  FAA  management,  which  was  antici- 
pated by  March  31,  1994.  Has  that  review  been  completed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  provided  a  draft  report  on  the  reliever  evaluation  to  the  Inspector 
General  for  coordination.  We  will  issue  a  final  report  when  the  coordination  is  com- 
pleted. 


581 


RELIEVER  AIRPORTS — REDUCTION  IN  SET-ASIDE 

Mr.  Carr.  The  administration's  aviation  reauthorization  proposal 
would  drop  the  set-aside  for  reliever  airports  from  10  percent  of 
AIP  funds  to  5  percent.  Why  do  you  make  this  recommendation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Administration's  proposal  would  allow  us  to  direct  AIP  funds  within  the  gen- 
eral aviation  category  toward  requirements  we  can  document  as  most  urgently  need- 
ed in  the  Airport  Capital  Improvement  Plan  (ACIP). 

The  statutory  set-aside  for  reliever  airports  represents  a  minimum  level  of  aid; 
high  priority  projects  at  relievers  can  still  compete  for  additional  discretionary 
funds. 

Reliever  airports  would,  as  in  the  past,  continue  to  have  access  to  discretionary 
funds,  State  apportionments,  returned  entitlements  from  the  passenger  facility 
charge  program,  and  other  categories. 

We  believe  that  the  reliever  airport  system  is  well  established  as  a  result  of  sub- 
stantial investments  in  recent  years.  Therefore,  we  have  proposed  a  reduction,  rel- 
ative to  other  airports,  to  ensure  that  more  critical  needs  can  be  met. 

A  reliever  set-aside  of  5  percent  of  annual  AIP  funds  will  ensure  sufficient  discre- 
tionary funding  to  support  higher  priority  work  identified  in  the  Airports  CIP. 

IG  AUDIT — ^AIRPORT  SECURITY  ACCESS  CONTROLS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  audit,  teams  from  the  Office  of  the  Inspec- 
tor General  tested  the  security  systems  at  some  of  our  largest  U.S. 
airports  by  attempting  to  enter  secure  areas  as  unauthorized  per- 
sons. Their  report  details  what  appear  to  be  shocking  lapses  of  se- 
curity at  our  airports.  The  investigators  were  able  to  enter  secure 
areas  75  percent  of  the  time  (15  out  of  20  attempts).  In  one  case, 
the  auditors  walked  right  onto  an  aircraft  unchallenged  and  placed 
a  note  under  a  passenger  seat.  Of  course,  this  could  have  been  an 
explosive  device  or  a  gun.  What  were  the  IG's  recommendations, 
and  what  is  the  FAA's  response? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Inspector  General  recommended  (1)  that  the  FAA  aggressively  and  thor- 
oughly test  access  controls,  challenge  procedures,  and  proper  display  of  identifica- 
tion to  ensure  airports  and  air  carriers  comply  with  security  programs  for  safe- 
guarding aircraft,  passengers,  and  property  in  Air  Operations  Areas  and  terminals; 
and  (2)  report  the  material  internal  control  weaknesses  cited  in  the  report  to  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation  as  required  by  the  Federal  Managers'  Financial  Integ- 
rity Act  of  1982. 

In  response  to  the  first  recommendation,  the  FAA  has  taken  aggressive  action  to 
improve  seciuity  practices  at  U.S.  airports.  Access  control  is  the  top  domestic  secu- 
rity priority  and  the  focus  of  special  inspections  at  airports.  FAA  has  developed  a 
new  three-phase  process  for  conducting  inspections  of  access  control,  ID  display  and 
challenge  procedures.  FAA  has  increased  industry  awareness  of  problem  areas,  pro- 
vided information  to  system  users,  including  unions  members,  and  pinpointed  spe- 
cific areas  requiring  correction.  Progressive  enforcement  action  has  also  been  part 
of  this  efibrt.  Subsequent  phases  call  for  continued  scrutiny  of  compliance  with  secu- 
rity requirements. 

Since  the  new  focused  effort  was  begun  in  January  1994,  compliance  with  ID  dis- 
play and  challenging  requirements  has  improved  markedly.  Problem  access  points 
have  been  identified,  and  immediate  corrective  actions  have  been  taken.  Attention 
has  been  given  to  reducing  the  number  of  false  alarms  occurring  at  unmanned  ac- 
cess points. 

Present  statistics  show  ID  display  at  96  percent,  challenge  at  90.6  percent  and 
the  effectiveness  of  access  control  points  at  97  percent.  The  FAA  has  developed  a 
prototype  validation  process,  which  was  field  tested  in  Dallas/Fort  Worth  and  Hous- 
ton airports.  It  will  be  used  in  San  Juan  later  this  month.  Once  the  San  Juan  test 
is  completed,  the  process  will  be  used  in  all  major  airports,  for  consistent  evaluation 
of  security  effectiveness. 

FAA  has  conducted  more  than  225  meetings  with  industry  representatives  and 
has  gained  their  strong  support  for  implementing  effective  security.  The  responsive- 
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ness  of  airlines,  airports,  tenants,  and  their  employees  have  been  the  key  factor  in 
strengthening  security. 

The  FAA  agreed  with  the  Inspector  Greneral's  second  recommendation  and  re- 
ported the  airport  security  weaknesses  in  the  September  30,  1993,  Federal  Man- 
agers Financial  Integrity  Act  submission  to  the  Secretary. 

ACCESS  CONTROL — ^TESTING  AT  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  IG  recommended  that  the  FAA  take  aggressive 
action  to  thoroughly  test  access  controls.  Do  you  think  the  FAA 
should  regularly  test  the  system,  as  the  IG  investigators  did,  and 
if  so,  who  should  perform  that  activity,  the  FAA  or  the  IG? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  now  recognizes  that  aggressive  testing  of  the  civil  aviation  security  sys- 
tem, in  conjunction  with  airport  and  air  carrier  secxirity  inspections,  is  critical  to 
ensuring  that  security  measures  are  being  applied  effectively  and  appropriate.  FAA 
has  developed  a  testing  protocol  for  access  systems  and  is  using  it  at  several  of  the 
nation's  busiest  airports.  FAA  will  implement  this  nationwide  beginning  in  May 
1994.  FAA  will  design  testing  protocols  for  other  security  program  areas  as  well. 
Testing  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector  General  is  a  useful  way  of  independently  veri- 
fjdng  the  effectiveness  of  security  and  identifying  vulnerabilities  or  lapses  that 
should  be  corrected,  but  the  primary  responsibility  for  testing  should  properly  rest 
with  the  FAA. 

ACCESS  CONTROL — ^FREQUENCY  OF  TESTING 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  testing  is  enough,  in  your  view?  For  exam- 
ple, how  frequently  should  airports  be  tested,  and  should  that  vary 
by  airport  size  or  other  factors? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  believes  that  it  is  inappropriate  to  establish  a  fixed  number  of  required 
tests  of  the  security  system.  Rather,  testing  frequency  should  be  determined  by  the 
results  of  the  previous  tests,  resvilts  of  inspections,  and  the  forcefulness  with  which 
the  airports,  tenants,  and  airlines  have  addressed  problems  previously  identified. 
Special  events,  such  as  the  Summer  Oljrmpic  Games,  could  also  call  for  increased 
testing,  to  ensure  that  employee  attentiveness  to  security  is  high.  FAA  intends  to 
provide  testing  protocols  to  the  aviation  industry  so  that  air  carriers  and  airport  op- 
erators will  also  be  able  to  evaluate  how  well  security  measiires  are  being  imple- 
mented. 

ACCESS  CONTROL — ^PREVENTION  OF  "PIGGYBACKING" 

Mr.  Carr.  The  most  common  security  violation  cited  in  the  IG  re- 
port was  the  practice  of  "piggybacking,"  where  a  person  without 
proper  identification  (for  example,  an  IG  auditor)  follows  a  badged 
individual  through  a  secured  access  door  or  gate  before  the  door 
closes.  In  the  Munich,  Germany,  airport,  piggybacking  is  prevented 
by  the  use  of  revolving  security  doors.  A  door  on  a  cylindrical 
chamber  slides  open  one  quarter  turn  to  allow  only  one  person 
through  at  a  time.  Should  such  a  system  be  required  in  the  United 
States,  to  address  this  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  and  airport  operators  have  been  evaluating  a  number  of  approaches  to 
eliminate  the  instances  of  "piggybacking".  Some  of  the  most  effective  have  been  the 
use  of  revolving  doors,  turnstiles,  and  posting  a  guard  at  heavily  used  access  points 
to  ensure  that  one  person  enters  at  a  time.  FAA  allows  airport  operators  to  choose 
the  approach  which  best  suits  their  physical  layout  and  activity  level,  as  long  as  it 
effectively  addresses  the  problem.  Employee  education  has  also  proven  critical  to  re- 
solving tJhis  problem,  and  FAA  has  been  meeting  with  numerous  groups  of  employ- 
ees at  airports  to  ensure  that  they  understand  how  the  security  system  works  and 
what  role  they  play  in  that  system.  The  FAA  does  not  yet  believe  that  it  is  nec- 
essary to  insist  on  a  solution  as  expensive  and  complex  as  turnstiles. 
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ACCESS  CONTROL — INDIVIDUAL  ACCOUNTABILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Under  current  rules,  if  someone  gets  into  a  secured 
area  without  proper  authorization,  it  is  the  airport  operator  and 
not  the  individual  which  is  fined.  Should  this  be  changed,  to  put 
the  onus  on  the  back  of  the  individual  committing  the  violation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  tried  to  ensure  that  individuals  who  are  employed  at  or  need  to  be 
on  an  airport  share  the  responsibility  for  security.  The  FAA  also  has  some  limited 
regulations  covering  individuals  who  gain  access  to  a  secured  area  without  proper 
authorization.  However,  under  FAR  107  and  108  the  airport  or  the  air  carrier  is  di- 
rectly responsible  and  fined  for  violations,  although  airports  sometimes  do  pass 
along  fines  to  airport  tenants,  including  air  carriers  and  fixed  base  operators.  The 
FAA's  focused  inspections  on  access  control  and  challenge  requirements  have  dem- 
onstrated how  important  individual  responsibility  is,  and  how  much  security  im- 
proves when  air  carriers  or  airports  provide  both  incentives  and  punishments  for 
employees  who  respectively  observe  or  violate  security  rules.  In  the  forthcoming  re- 
visions of  FAR's  107  and  108,  the  FAA  will  aim  to  strike  the  right  balance  between 
corporate  and  individual  responsibility. 

AIRPORT  SECURITY  COORDINATORS — GAO  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  GAO  report,  it  was  found  that  airport  se- 
curity coordinators — the  officials  responsible  for  security — at  high 
threat  ("category  X")  airports  did  not  have  access  to  important  se- 
curity information  because  they  do  not  have  security  clearances. 
Therefore,  according  to  the  GAO,  "FAA  cannot  tell  these  officials 
about  security  threats  or  share  airport  assessments  with  them." 
Isn't  it  foolish  for  the  government  to  have  important  security  infor- 
mation and  not  be  providing  it  to  the  airport-based  managers  who 
could  deploy  security  forces  in  response  to  those  threats? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  begun  to  obtain  security  clearances  for  security  coordinators  at  cat- 
egory X  and  I  airports.  Interim  security  clearances  will  be  issued  to  Airport  Security 
Coordinators  and  law  enforcement  supervisors  beginning  in  May  1994.  Final  secu- 
rity clearances  should  be  completed  by  September  30,  1994.  The  cooperation  of  the 
airport  personnel  in  promptly  completing  personal  history  forms  (required  as  the 
basis  for  background  checks)  is  essential  to  meet  the  goal. 

FAA/FBI  airport  VULNERABILITY  ASSESSMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  response  to  the  GAO's  recommendation 
that  the  FAA  should  develop,  in  conjunction  with  the  FBI,  informa- 
tion on  threats  (and  individuals  with  the  capability  to  carry  them 
out)  for  the  19  category  X  airports  and  a  plan  to  reassess  the  air- 
ports' security  in  light  of  that  information?  In  your  view,  are  such 
reports  needed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  beUeves  that  the  recent  joint  FAA/FBI  threat  and  vulnerability  assess- 
ments are  valuable,  but  the  program  can  be  improved.  The  FAA  is  worlang  with 
the  FBI  to  determine  how  to  provide  for  continuing  and  more  accurate  assessments. 
The  FAA  will  use  threat  assessments  and  analysis  of  vulnerabilities  in  airport  secu- 
rity and  derive  plans  of  action  for  needed  corrections.  A  new  methodology  to  accom- 
plish this  will  be  completed  by  December  1994 — and  at  that  point  we  can  begin  ap- 
plying this  new  methodology  to  category  X  airports. 

FAR  107  AND  108  REVISIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  the  FAA  is  currently  reviewing  its  pri- 
mary regulations  dealing  with  airport  security  (FAR  parts  107  and 
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108).  What  are  the  objectives  of  your  review,  and  what  is  your 
schedule? 
[The  information  follows:] 

FAR's  107  and  108  have  been  amended  several  times  under  crisis  conditions,  and 
the  first  objective  of  the  rewrites  is  to  create  updated,  consistent  regulations.  In 
FAR  107,  this  will  be  done  by  addressing  training,  background  check,  personnel  and 
vehicle  identification  requirements  for  unescorted  access  to  different  sections  of  air- 
ports. In  FAR  108,  the  FAA  will  incorporate  many  of  the  requirements  currently  in 
air  carrier  security  programs.  Additional  objectives  are  to  make  security  regulations 
more  effective  through  corporate  and  individual  accountability,  to  improve  access 
control  and  challenge  requirements,  and  to  extend  certain  rules  to  some  private 
charters  and  helicopter  operations.  After  holding  a  number  of  meetings  with  indus- 
try and  pubUc  interest  groups  through  the  Axdation  Seciirity  Advisory  Committee, 
the  FAA  is  now  drafting  a  Notice  of  Proposal  Rulemaking  scheduled  for  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register  in  October  1994.  After  a  comment  period  and  public  hear- 
ings, FAA  wiU  draft  and  publish  a  Final  Rule  to  be  effective  in  mid- 1995. 

UNIVERSAL  ACCESS  CONTROL 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  we  added  $2  million  to  your  research  and 
development  budget  to  begin  the  development  of  the  transient  crew 
security  system.  What  is  the  FAA's  opinion  of  the  need  for  this  type 
of  system? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  believes  that  a  Universal  Access  System  (UAS)  is  needed.  First,  local 
access  control  systems  inhibit  the  movement  of  transient  air  carrier  employees  (not 
just  flightcrews)  at  certain  areas  of  the  airport.  While  this  may  cause  some  minor 
delay,  FAA  is  more  concerned  that  employees  will  attempt  to  circumvent  or  even 
violate  these  controls,  thus  degrading  secvuity.  Second,  the  lack  of  such  a  system 
can  decrease  security  and  create  inefficiencies;  for  example,  a  multiplicity  of  IDs  can 
degrade  the  effectiveness  of  challenge  requirements  on  the  ramp,  and  the  lack  of 
an  alternative  way  to  reach  the  aircraft  forces  screeners  at  the  checkpoint  to  deal 
with  flightcrews  and  employees,  rather  than  passengers.  Third,  the  FAA  notes  that 
industry  unanimously  supported  such  a  system  twice  in  the  past — when  the  FAR 
107.14  rule  was  first  published,  and  then  in  May  of  last  year  when  the  Aviation  Se- 
curity Advisory  Committee  vmanimously  urged  its  implementation  with  dedicated 
federal  funding.  While  mandated  implementation  without  such  funding  remains 
controversial,  FAA's  decision  to  allow  implementation  to  take  place  at  a  schedule 
chosen  by  the  industry,  whose  representatives  have  met  monthly  with  FAA  on  UAS, 
and  to  focus  on  development  of  standards  have  garnered  support.  Finally,  FAA 
notes  that  UAS  standards  will  be  identical  to  or  at  least  compatible  with  standards 
being  developed  to  replace  FAR  107.14  systems,  which  should  introduce  potential 
cost  savings  for  future  access  control  systems.  For  all  these  reasons,  the  FAA  be- 
lieves that  UAS — and  its  approach  to  developing  UAS  standards — will  be  of  signifi- 
cant benefit  to  both  security  and  the  industry. 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  estimate  the  total  cost  to  develop  such  a  sys- 
tem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  does  not  have  a  firm  estimate  on  the  total  cost  of  UAS  implementation.  The 
cost  of  UAS  depends  mostly  on  the  number  of  access  points  that  are  UAS-equipped, 
and  since  implementation  will  be  volxintary,  the  number  of  points  could  vary.  Fur- 
ther, the  cost  vary  considerably  depending  on  whether  UAS  "stands  alone"  or  is  in- 
tegrated with  the  existing  FAR  107.14  systems.  The  FAA  has  used  a  portion  of  the 
$2  million  allocated  to  have  the  Volpe  Transportation  Systems  Center  research  UAS 
alternatives  and  costs.  Some  cost  estimates  have  been  developed  based  on  the  re- 
search already  done  by  Volpe,  but  a  reliable  cost  estimate  will  not  be  available  until 
the  prototjrpe  test  is  completed. 

FLIGHT  CREW  ACCESS  SURVEY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Airline  Pilots  Association  claims  that  the  lack  of 
a  universal  access  system  such  as  TCSS  has  caused  delays  in  flight 
crews  getting  into  their  aircraft.  However,  a  1993  site  survey  con- 
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ducted  by  AAAE  concluded  that  such  delays  were  minimal.  Does 
the  FAA  have  any  data  to  indicate  the  extent  of  these  delays? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  agrees  that  delays  at  jetway  doors  do  not  appear  to  be  excessive,  but 
the  FAA  still  supports  a  universal  access  system  for  different  reasons.  From  Novem- 
ber 14,  1992  to  December  2,  1992,  FAA  field  personnel  siu^eyed  18  Category  X  and 
43  Category  I  airports.  They  observed  flightcrews  accessing  their  aircraft  for  out- 
bound flights,  and  recorded  data  on  access  time,  the  crew's  company,  and  type  of 
jetway  security  control.  Based  on  1,093  observations  (476  at  Category  X  and  617  at 
Category  I  airports),  60  percent  of  the  flightcrews  observed  had  immediate  access, 
78  percent  waited  for  less  than  1  minute  and  98  percent  waited  five  minutes  or  less. 
(At  Category  X  airports,  49  percent  gained  immediate  access  and  the  average  access 
time  was  1.6  minutes;  at  Category  I  airports,  65  percent  gained  immediate  access 
and  the  average  wait  was  1.3  minutes.)  Air  carrier  station  managers  were  also 
interviewed  at  17  Category  X  and  36  Category  I  airports,  with  parallel  results:  36 
percent  of  managers  reported  that  crews  normally  have  immediate  access,  60  per- 
cent reported  that  crews  waited  less  than  1  minute,  and  92.5  percent  reported  that 
crews  waited  less  than  5  minutes. 

AAS  REVIEWS — FINDINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  Needless  to  say,  much  has  happened  in  the  advanced 
automation  system  (AAS)  program  since  our  special  hearing  last 
year  on  the  program.  On  December  13,  1993,  you  notified  Congress 
that  AAS  was  facing  major  problems  including  a  potential  new  cost 
overrun  of  $1.2  billion.  To  investigate  the  problem  more  fully,  you 
commissioned:  One,  an  in-house  review  of  the  program's  cost  and 
schedule  estimates,  led  by  Deputy  Administrator  Linda  Daschle 
and  General  Counsel  Mark  Gerchick,  and,  two,  a  comprehensive, 
independent  assessment  of  the  program  by  the  Center  for  Naval 
Analysis.  Let's  talk  about  each  of  these  studies  in  turn.  First,  what 
were  the  major  findings  of  the  in-house  review  of  schedule  and 
cost? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  major  findings  of  the  in-house  review  of  cost  and  schedule  are  grouped  by 
AAS  segment.  For  ISSS,  the  review  team  concluded  that  schedule  delays  could  be 
from  9  to  31  months  if  we  do  not  change  our  approach  and  that  the  resulting  cost 
growth  ranges  from  approximately  $138  million  to  $248  million.  This  projected 
schedule  slip  is  based  upon  risks  associated  with  the  software  development  and  test 
risk.  The  likelihood  of  a  slip  is  further  compounded  by  the  lack  of  IBM  resources 
needed  to  accomplish  all  remaining  work  on  schedule.  The  team  did  report  that  the 
solution  for  the  continuous  operations  task  will  cost  less  than  the  program  office  es- 
timate. 

The  review  team  believes  that  a  longer  schedule  than  the  Program  Manager  esti- 
mate will  be  required  for  Terminal  Advanced  Automation  System  (TAAS)  comple- 
tion, especially  for  TAAS  Phase  II,  with  TAAS  costs  growing  by  about  $117  million. 
The  team  was  concerned  by  the  low  IBM  staffing  levels  and  programmer  experience 
and  by  the  software  volatility.  Also,  additional  delays  are  possible  based  on  the 
TAAS  relationship  with  ISSS.  Continuous  operations  will  also  be  an  issue  with 
TAAS. 

Area  Control  Computer  Complex  (ACCC)  was  projected  to  experience  a  significant 
slip  in  schedule,  according  to  the  in-house  review  team,  with  a  corresponding  cost 
growth  of  approximately  $370  million.  The  team  assumed  an  increase  in  the  amount 
of  software  required  for  the  segment.  Continuous  operations,  however,  should  be 
less  of  an  issue  for  ACCC  since  the  redundant  system  would  not  require  the  same 
reliability  as  the  primary  system.  The  team  believes  that  Automated  En  Route  Air 
Traffic  Control  (AERA)  costs  are  underestimated  by  approximately  $129  million. 

For  Tower  Control  Computer  Complex  (TCCC),  tiie  lack  of  funding  affects  the  seg- 
ment's schedule  by  a  day-for-day  slip.  The  review  team  found  no  risks  to  the  sched- 
ule other  than  the  fiinding  issue  for  the  TCCC  Type  3  system. 

For  AAS  as  a  whole,  the  review  projected  possible  risks  amounting  to  a  cost  rang- 
ing from  $6.5  to  $7.3  biUion. 
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The  final  CNA  report  has  not  been  completed.  I  will  address  this  question  when 
it  becomes  available. 

AAS — REPLAN  COST  ESTIMATE 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  told  that,  of  the  $1.2  biUion  estimated  overrun, 
about  $750  million  would  be  for  the  "replan"  of  the  initial  sector 
suite  system  (the  first  major  part  to  be  fielded).  Last  year,  Mr.  Del 
Balzo  estimated  an  overrun  of  no  more  than  $93  million,  and  said 
the  FAA  hoped  to  avoid  "some  or  all"  of  that  cost  in  negotiations 
with  the  contractor.  How  could  he  have  been  so  far  off  in  his  esti- 
mate? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Last  year  we  believed  that  there  was  an  estimated  $707  million  in  cost  overrun. 
We  had  hoped  to  offset  all  but  $235  million  of  the  overrun  through  a  decrease  in 
IBM  profit,  use  of  program  reserves  set  aside  for  cost  overruns,  and  use  of  funding 
set  aside  to  fund  fixed  price  incentive  contract  line  items  at  the  ceiling  cost  rather 
than  the  contract  target  price. 

When  the  proposal  was  received  in  August  1993,  the  costs  were  greater  than  we 
had  anticipated,  and  we  found  that  all  profit  was  already  lost.  We  can  not  use  fund- 
ing set  aside  to  fund  fixed  price  incentive  contract  Une  items  at  the  ceiling  cost  be- 
cause those  costs  have  not  yet  been  recognized.  Also,  it  is  premature  to  use  all  pro- 
gram reserve  for  cost  growth  with  so  much  of  the  program  still  ahead  of  us.  For 
these  reasons,  the  cost  growth  due  to  the  delay  rose  from  $235  million  to  $780  mil- 
Uon. 

AAS — ^NOTIFICATION  OF  COST  OVERRUNS 

Mr.  Carr.  DOTs  Major  Acquisition  Policies  and  Procedures  man- 
ual requires  a  program  manager  to  "actively  monitor  contractor 
performance"  and  "provide  candid  and  timely  assessments  of  pro- 
gram status  and  risk  in  all  briefings  and  presentations  to  higher 
authorities."  As  the  following  chart  shows,  IBM  began  reporting 
significant  overruns  in  early  1990,  and  the  magnitude  of  the  fore- 
cast overrun  kept  growing.  This  information  was  not  conveyed  to 
the  Congress.  Are  you  telling  us  that  the  program  manager  kept 
this  information  to  himself,  never  advising  his  superiors  about  the 
potential  problem? 

[The  chart  and  information  follow:] 
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Analysis  of  monthly  cost  performance  reports,  the  results  of  which  were  published 
monthly  and  provided  to  all  oversight  organizations  within  the  FAA  and  the  Depart- 
ment, predicted  program  delays  and  cost  growth.  These  analysis  were  discussed  dur- 
ing the  quarterly  Major  Systems  Acquisition  Reviews  with  senior  FAA  management. 

CNA — ^REVIEW  AND  FINDINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  that  the  Center  for  Naval  Analysis  has 
completed  their  work  also,  although  it  has  not  been  formally  pre- 
sented. You  said  that  this  report  would  "provide  an  in-depth  analy- 
sis of  work  completed  to  date  and  a  prognosis  for  this  program." 
You  expected  CNA  to  suggest  "realistic  recommendations  for  con- 
trolling costs  and  managing  the  program."  What  were  their  major 
findings  and  recommendations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  final  CNA  report  has  not  bee  completed.  I  will  address  this  question  with  the 
Committee  when  it  becomes  available. 

AAS — ^IMPLEMENTING  CNA  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  extent  do  you  plan  to  implement  the  rec- 
ommendations of  the  CNA  report,  and  where  you  are  not  following 
their  advice,  can  you  tell  us  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  CNA  report  is  only  one  of  several  reports  that  are  being  considered  in  devel- 
oping our  recovery  plan.  The  AAS  Recovery  Team  is  currently  integrating  the  re- 
sults of  these  reports  with  additional  technical  information  and  legal,  contract,  and 
cost  options  analyzed  to  determine  the  best  program  approach.  The  results  of  the 
Recovery  Team's  efforts  are  expected  by  the  end  of  May.  If  these  results  are  dif- 
ferent from  the  CNA  report  recommendations,  that  rationale  wiU  be  provided. 

AAS — ^TIMETABLE  FOR  FUTURE  DECISIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  summary  of  the  in-house  report,  you  say  the 
overruns  and  delays  estimated  by  this  report  are  unacceptable,  and 
"I  cannot  allow  the  report's  troubling  predictions  to  become  a  re- 
ality. Immediate  action  is  clearly  needed." 

Now  that  both  of  these  major  reviews  are  complete,  and  you  have 
a  new  program  manager  in  place,  can  you  give  us  an  overall  time- 
table for  further  decisions  on  the  AAS  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Initial  decisions  will  be  made  following  completion  of  the  Recovery  Team's  study. 
We  expect  these  decisions  by  the  end  of  May. 

AAS — BREACHING  DECISION  ON  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  you  are  now  spending  close  to  a  million  dollars 
a  day  on  a  Loral  contract  which  could  be  significantly  changed  or 
even  terminated,  don't  you  have  an  obligation  to  move  very  quick- 
ly? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  we  do.  We  believe  we  are  moving  very  quickly,  but  not  so  quickly  as  to 
produce  flawed  results.  We  have  proceeded  in  a  systematic  manner  looking  at  all 
aspects  of  the  program — cost,  schedule,  requirements,  architecture,  etc.  We  have 
begun  the  final  step  by  establishing  a  high-level  Recovery  Team  composed  of  top 
FAA  and  DOT  managers  whose  charter  is  to  review  all  of  these  data  and  to  rec- 
ommend courses  of  action  in  all  three  areas — enroute,  terminal,  and  tower.  Results 
of  this  team's  analysis  and  recommendations  will  be  used  to  develop  our  restruc- 
tured approach  to  the  AAS.  Our  target  for  the  initial  AAS  decisions  is  early  June. 
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AAS — PREVIOUS  MANAGEMENT  DEFICIENCIES 

Mr.  Carr.  You  have  recently  hired  a  new  program  manager  for 
the  AAS  program.  In  your  view,  what  were  the  main  management 
deficiencies  of  the  previous  team,  and  what  gives  you  confidence 
that  the  new  manager  (Mr.  Bob  Valone)  will  not  fall  prey  to  the 
same  weaknesses? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  were  a  number  of  areas  that  contributed  to  the  management  problems  in 
this  program  including  the  location  of  the  program  office  in  the  organization,  the 
lack  of  involvement  of  senior  management  of  FAA  in  the  program  decisions,  the 
structure  of  the  program  office,  and  the  lack  of  enforcement  in  the  program  office 
to  1)  the  establishment  of  cost,  schedule  and  technical  baselines  and  2)  the  develop- 
ment of  processes  to  monitor  and  track  the  program  baselines. 

We  have  taken  several  steps  to  strengthen  the  management  of  the  program.  Mr. 
Valone  reports  directly  to  the  Administrator.  Senior  FAA  management  is  involved 
on  a  continuous  basis  in  the  decisionmaking  process.  We  have  brought  in  a  strong 
deputy  program  manager  to  support  Mr.  Valone  and  they  have  the  responsibility 
and  authority  to  develop  the  program  office  organization  structure  needed  to  man- 
age this  program.  This  and  Mr.  Valone's  proven  record  of  establishing  program 
baselines  and  successfully  managing  to  those  baselines  gives  us  confidence  in  ovir 
ability  to  successfully  complete  this  program. 

AAS — NEW  MONITORING  TECHNIQUES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  particular,  it  seems  apparent  that  greatly  improved 
monitoring  systems  are  needed  for  this  program.  For  example,  ac- 
cording to  your  report,  in  IBM's  bid  for  this  contract,  the  company 
estimated  that  each  computer  programmer  would  be  able  to 
produce  about  200  lines  of  new  code  per  month.  For  most  of  the 
program,  however,  they  were  only  producing  80  lines  per  month. 
This  slowdown  in  efficiency  required  them  to  either  hire  more  pro- 
grammers or  delay  the  schedule,  either  of  which  costs  more  money. 
Time  and  time  again,  the  FAA's  monitoring  systems  were  unable 
to  see  this  problem  coming.  What  new  monitoring  techniques  are 
you  planning  to  put  in  place? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  have  taken  several  steps  to  strengthen  the  management  of  the  program.  Sen- 
ior FAA  management  is  involved  on  a  continuous  basis  in  the  decisionmaking  proc- 
ess. We  have  brought  in  a  strong  deputy  program  manager  to  support  Mr.  Valone 
and  they  have  the  responsibility  and  authority  to  develop  the  program  office  organi- 
zation structure  needed  to  manage  this  program.  This  and  Mr.  Valone's  proven 
record  of  establishing  program  baselines  gives  us  confidence  in  our  ability  to  suc- 
cessfully complete  this  program. 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  Valone  is  leading  the  Recovery  Team  effort  to  evaluate  the 
en  route,  terminal  and  tower  portions  of  the  FAA  plan  for  decision  by  Mr.  Hinson, 
he  is  also  evaluating  what  new  software  process  metrics  will  be  required  to  effec- 
tively monitor  the  software  progress.  At  present,  it  is  true  that  IBM  has  billed  high 
costs  for  the  amount  of  software  delivered  for  testing.  The  new  metrics  being  evalu- 
ated will  clarify  both  their  future  progress  and  productivity  as  well  as  the  functional 
quality  of  this  code.  In  the  future,  these  processes  would  clearly  identify  software 
problems  in  a  timely  fashion. 

AAS — PERFORMANCE  OF  SUPPORT  CONTRACTORS 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  didn't  the  plethora  of  support  contractors  on  the 
AAS  program,  including  Martin  Marietta,  TRW,  and  Mitre,  provide 
adequate  monitoring  assistance?  How  would  you  rate  the  overall 
performance  of  these  support  contractors? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Martin  Marietta,  TRW,  and  Mitre  provided  support  to  the  various  technical 
teams,  such  as  system  engineering,  software,  test,  etc.  The  contractors  were  not 
tasked  to  integrate  all  of  the  various  technical  areas  into  an  overall  assessment. 

The  whole  aspect  of  contractor  support  is  being  reevaluated  and  reviewed.  After 
the  decisions  are  made  as  to  what  the  future  AAS  program  will  be,  a  resource  plan, 
including  contractor  support  will  be  developed. 

AAS — LORAL'S  PROPOSAL  TO  RESTRUCTURE  CONTRACT 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  that  Loral  Corporation,  which  inherited 
the  AAS  program  when  they  purchased  IBM's  Federal  Systems 
Company,  has  made  a  proposal  to  you  for  restructuring  the  con- 
tract which  would  put  the  first  segment  on  a  "fast  track"  and  defer 
most  of  the  remaining  segments.  What  is  your  overall  reaction  to 
their  proposal? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  ISSS  "fast  track"  approach  has  appeal  and  is  being  considered  by  the  Recov- 
ery Team.  While  the  fast  track  proposal  does  not  move  the  Seattle  ORD  date  for- 
ward, it  does  reduce  the  risk  in  achieving  an  operationally  acceptable  system  at  Se- 
attle. 

AAS — FLORAL  VS.  CNA  PROPOSALS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  what  ways  does  their  proposal  differ  from  the  rec- 
ommendation of  the  Center  for  Naval  Analysis? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  CNA  report  has  not  been  received,  and  it  is  not  expected  until  May.  Both  re- 
ports will  be  considered  by  the  Recovery  Team. 

AAS — LORAL  VS.  FAA  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  Loral  believes  they  can  make  the  first  system  oper- 
ational with  only  a  7-month  delay,  compared  to  today's  approved 
schedule.  This  is  in  stark  contrast  to  the  "most  likely  estimate"  of 
your  own  in-house  review,  which  concluded  that  the  first  system 
required  a  30-month  delay.  What  accounts  for  such  a  big  difference 
between  their  estimate  and  yours? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Loral  has  not  completed  their  internal  audit  of  the  AAS  program;  therefore,  we 
cannot  provide  a  complete  answer  to  your  question.  It  would  be  noted  that  the  in- 
house  cost/schedule  review  identified  a  range  of  possible  ISSS  delays  from  9  to  31 
months  if  the  approach  was  not  changed.  The  Recovery  Team  that  is  currently  re- 
viewing the  entire  en  route,  terminal,  and  tower  efforts  will  include  the  Loral  infor- 
mation as  part  of  their  analysis.  The  recommendations  due  by  the  end  of  May  will 
provide  new  schedules  for  the  programs. 

AAS — LORAL'S  "FAST  TRACK"  APPROACH 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  they  talking  about  delivering  a  fully  functional 
system,  or  would  more  upgrades  be  required  after  April  1997,  and 
if  more  work  is  required  later,  is  it  really  fair  to  call  theirs  a  "fast 
track"  approach? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Loral's  Fast  Track  approach  proposes  an  earUer  delivery,  but  is  not  proposing 
moving  the  Seattle  Operational  Readiness  Date  forward.  Rather,  the  advantage  is 
that  it  has  the  potential  of  providing  a  fully  fiinctional  system  with  less  risk.  They 
propose  that  the  Government  not  accept  the  system  until  it  is  fully  functional.  This 
does  not  mean  that  upgrades  won't  be  required  on  a  periodic  basis  as  can  be  ex- 
pected with  any  software  intensive  system. 
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AAS — LORAL'S  COST  ESTIMATE 

Mr.  Carr.  On  the  subject  of  cost,  your  in-house  study  came  up 
with  a  "most  likely"  total  program  cost  of  $6.9  billion.  Loral  says 
they  can  do  the  program  for  less  than  $4  billion.  How  would  they 
do  the  job  for  so  much  less  than  your  team  estimated? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  have  any  details  on  Loral's  $4  billion  estimate;  however,  it  is  our  un- 
derstanding that  it  included  only  contract  costs,  and  they  did  not  include  non  con- 
tract costs  such  as  AERA  2,  facility  construction,  training,  engineering  support  con- 
tractors, operational  test  and  evaluation  (OT&E)  testing  costs,  etc.  These  costs  are 
included  in  our  $6.9  biUion  estimate. 

AAS — LORAL  AND  DEVELOPMENT  AND  DEMONSTRATION  FACILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Loral's  approach  also  places  a  priority  on  getting  the 
prototype  system  into  the  hands  of  controllers  so  that  their  con- 
cerns could  be  included  in  the  final  design.  Are  they  aware  of  the 
operations  of  the  Development  and  Demonstration  Facility  (DDF), 
which  has  had  hundreds  of  controllers  testing  the  AAS  design  since 
1991? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  Loral  is  very  much  aware  of  the  type  of  work  accomplished  at  the  DDF,  how- 
ever the  scope  of  the  testing  done  at  that  facility  differs  from  that  being  proposed 
by  Loral.  Under  Loral's  concept,  the  ISSS  would  be  used  in  a  "shadow  mode"  in  Se- 
attle which  would  subject  it  to  real,  not  simulated,  conditions. 

This  is  important  in  two  areas.  First,  the  initial  integration  with  existing  NAS 
systems  would  allow  us  to  verify  the  interoperabihty  between  systems  and  would 
begin  to  allow  the  maintenance  workforce  to  gain  experience  in  working  with  the 
system.  Second,  after  the  system  was  installed,  checked  out,  totally  operational  and 
stable,  the  controllers  would  be  given  a  chance  to  experience  the  system  in  an  oper- 
ational environment.  This  combined  plan  should  reduce  the  risk  of  new  problems 
being  identified  diuing  formal  testing. 

AAS — ^ADDITIONAL  CONTROLLER  FEEDBACK 

Mr.  Carr.  From  the  studies  I  have  seen,  one  of  the  problems 
with  AAS  is  that  too  many  controllers  have  been  giving  their  input 
on  the  system  design,  which  has  caused  software  to  be  changed 
over  and  over  again.  It  would  seem  that  Loral's  approach  would  not 
improve  that  situation,  and  might  make  it  worse.  How  can  we  ex- 
pect to  freeze  requirements  while  at  the  same  time  allowing  con- 
trollers to  continue  making  design  changes? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  believe  customer  (i.e.,  controller)  feedback  to  be  extremely  important  to 
achieving  an  operationally  useable  system.  However,  we  do  recognize  that  any  de- 
sign changes  resulting  from  controller  feedback  must  be  controlled.  We  have  estab- 
lished a  review  board  to  perform  this  control  task  and  have  involved  FAA's  top  man- 
agement to  oversee  the  board's  recommendations.  Furthermore,  we  are  convinced 
that  the  design  changes  resulting  from  problems  that  the  controllers  have  uncovered 
are  necessary  system  fixes  to  ensure  the  operational  sviitabUity  of  the  AAS. 

AAS — ^ACCELERATED  DEPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  AAS  program  office  advised  the  Office  of  the  Sec- 
retary in  a  November  1993  briefing  that  IBM's  key  workers  on  this 
program  were  "overworked"  and  "tired."  Loral  has  now  inherited 
that  work  force,  and  believes  they  can  accelerate  deployment  of  the 
system  to  the  first  site  (Seattle),  far  in  advance  of  what  the  FAA's 
in-house  study  believed  was  possible.  If  the  work  force  is  already 
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overworked  and  tired,  doesn't  it  strain  credibility  to  believe  the  de- 
velopment can  be  accelerated? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Loral  has  not  suggested  an  acceleration  of  the  old  schedule.  Their  concept  for 
early  deployment  to  Seattle  is  based  on  delivery  for  early  site  evaluation  prior  to 
completing  all  of  the  previously  planned  testing  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  in  At- 
lantic City.  Loral's  concept  does  not  claim  the  operational  readiness  date  (ORD)  in 
Seattle  can  be  moved  forward. 

AAS — ^ACCC/AERA 

Mr.  Carr.  I  have  heard  that  the  area  control  computer  complex 
might  be  dropped  from  the  AAS  program.  Isn't  this  the  computer 
that  would  provide  the  fuel  savings  benefits  that  the  airlines  want? 
Could  the  so-called  AERA  (advanced  en  route  automation)  benefits 
be  implemented  without  this  computer? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  current  en  route  ATC  automation  system  must  be  upgraded  in  order  to  ac- 
commodate AERA's  flexibility,  graphical  user  interface,  and  computationally  inten- 
sive algorithmic  structure.  One  alternative  under  consideration  is  to  build  AERA  as 
a  functional  upgrade  to  the  ISSS  segment  of  AAS.  Alternatives  to  an  ISSS  based 
solution  are  also  being  considered  to  provide  the  benefits  of  AERA  and  other  such 
en  route  automation  enhancements. 

AAS — NEW  TRACON  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  briefing  to  the  subcommittee  staff,  it  was  indi- 
cated that  the  New  TRACON  System,  the  computer  replacement 
for  the  majority  of  your  TRACONs,  might  not  be  considered  part 
of  the  AAS  program,  even  though  the  TRACON  requirement  has 
always  been  part  of  AAS.  Is  this  accurate,  and  if  so,  why  are  you 
removing  that  requirement  from  the  AAS  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Currently,  the  Recovery  Team  is  looking  at  all  options  for  the  FAA  to  recommend 
the  best  solution(s)  for  the  en  route,  terminal,  and  tower  efforts.  This  review  will 
consider  not  only  technical  feasibility,  but  also  the  cost  and  schedule  impacts  of  pos- 
sible solutions. 

AAS — RESTRUCTURED  WITHOUT  ACCC/NEW  TRACON  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  If  both  the  ACCC  and  New  TRACON  System  are  re- 
moved from  the  AAS  program,  it  would  be  logical  to  think  that  you 
could  accomplish  the  AAS  program  more  quickly  and  at  lower  cost, 
since  you  have  made  the  program  smaller.  However,  this  wouldn't 
be  the  result  of  hard  technical  or  contract  decisions,  but  instead 
from  making  the  program  smaller,  and  doing  some  of  this  work  in 
other  parts  of  the  budget.  To  the  extent  you  do  this,  wouldn't  it 
make  your  restructure  look  a  bit  dishonest? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Limited  Consolidation  Decision  changed  the  amount  and  t)T)e  of  automation 
equipment  needed.  The  23  large  ACF's  with  full  backup  capability  are  no  longer  re- 
quired. However,  under  the  Limited  Consolidation  Plan,  after  AAS  is  complete  we 
will  still  have  approximately  170  TRACON's  with  1960-1970  technology  equipment 
still  operating.  We  have  been  up  front  with  this  and  have  never  tried  to  hide  the 
fact  that,  under  Limited  Consolidation,  AAS  will  not  modernize  all  ATC  Automation 
systems.  The  Recovery  Plan  will  clearly  identify  our  plan  and  new  costs  resulting 
from  changes  in  ACCC. 

Since  the  TRW  assessment  last  May,  ISSS  has  completed  the  planned  5  check- 
points. However,  we  are  reviewing  the  ISSS  program,  including  the  architectiu-e,  as 
part  of  the  Recovery  Team  effort  to  assure  ourselves  that  it  is  indeed  viable.  The 
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Recovery  Team  will  be  making  a  number  of  hard  technical  and  contract  decisions 
in  its  recommendations. 

AAS — ISSS  ARCHITECTURE 

Mr.  Carr.  Some  have  even  questioned  whether  the  fundamental 
architecture  for  ISSS  provides  a  good  foundation  for  a  long-term 
automation  program.  For  example,  an  independent  assessment  by 
TRW  dated  May  1993  concluded  the  following:  "the  viability  of  the 
ISSS  architecture  is  predicated  on  the  successful  outcome  of  ongo- 
ing stress  tests  *  *  *  previous  versions  of  the  ISSS  software  have 
evidenced  instability,  i.e.,  crashes,  which  impacted  development 
and  test  and  undermined  confidence  in  the  soundness  of  the  design 
*  *  *  this  instability  is  due  to  errors  in  the  system  services  soft- 
ware, a  critical  and  complex  layer  *  *  *  the  IBM  system  services 
design  incorporates  commercial  software  which,  as  is  often  the 
case,  has  not  always  lived  up  to  its  advertisements." 

An  update  in  November  1993  concluded  that  the  same  problems 
"weaken  the  case  that  this  architecture  will  be  the  correct  basis  for 
all  future  developments."  They  say  "there  are  many  reasons  for 
moving  to  a  new  architecture  at  some  future  date."  Given  such  re- 
ports, why  should  we  even  continue  the  ISSS  program?  If  the  un- 
derl3dng  software  is  a  poor  foundation,  why  does  it  make  sense  to 
continue  building  on  top  of  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  advanced  automation  system  (AAS)  architecture  was  required  to  meet  com- 
plex and  demanding  functional  and  availability  reqviirements. 

AAS  requirements  are  being  revalidated  as  part  of  the  review  of  the  program.  We 
are  also  reviewing  the  ISSS  architecture  as  part  of  the  Recovery  Team  effort  to  as- 
sure that  it  is  indeed  viable. 

AAS — CNA  CONCLUSION  ON  SOFTWARE  ARCHITECTURE 

Mr,  Carr.  Didn't  CNA  conclude  that  the  existing  software  archi- 
tecture was  too  heavily  dependent  on  IBM-unique  products,  which 
would  make  the  FAA  dependent  on  them  for  years  to  come  for  very 
costly  software  (and  hardware)  maintenance? 

[The  information  follows:] 

CNA  has  not  submitted  their  final  report  and  we  do  not  expect  it  until  mid  May. 
We  are  aware  that  the  AAS  uses  many  unique  IBM  products  and  our  future  plans 
will  consider  changes  necessary  to  make  the  AAS  more  "open." 

AAS — TRW  REPORT  ON  SYSTEM  SOFTWARE 

Mr.  Carr.  According  io  the  TRW  report,  it  became  clear  in  late 
1992  that  the  systems  software  for  this  program  was  unstable. 
Given  this,  do  you  know  why  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo  told 
the  Public  Works  Committee  last  year  "I  think  the  architecture  we 
have  deliberately  chosen  will  give  us  the  flexibility  without  undue 
complications"? 

[The  information  follows:] 

I  do  not  understand  the  basis  of  Mr.  Del  Balzo's  statement.  I  have  tasked  CNA 
to  review  the  architecture  to  ensure  that  it  is  valid. 

AAS — ^PREVIOUS  FAA  TESTIMONY 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Del  Balzo  also  told  the  Pubhc  Works  Committee 
the  following  during  their  March  10,  1993,  hearing:  "We  have  not 
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just  fixed  the  problems.  We  fixed  the  problems  back  in  1990  when 
we  absorbed  the  19-month  delay.  We  fixed  the  problems  to  get  us 
back  on  schedule.  We  did  something  different  this  time.  We  didn't 
just  fix  the  problems.  We  fixed  the  cause  of  the  problems  *  *  *  we 
have  fixed  the  decision-making  process  on  this  program.  We  have 
instituted  requirements  discipline,  and  we  have  a  commitment  to 
manage  both  schedule  and  cost  *  *  *  These  problems  will  not 
occur  again"  (p.  23  and  36). 

We  now  know  from  your  studies  that  neither  the  problems  nor 
their  causes  were  fixed,  that  requirements  were  not  disciplined, 
and  there  was  little  attention  to  controlling  cost  growth  or  schedule 
delays.  What  is  this  committee  to  think  about  the  credibility  of  the 
FAA's  leadership  when  such  statements  are  made  in  congressional 
hearings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  senior  management  that  testified  before  this  committee  in  March  1993  is  no 
longer  with  the  FAA. 

A  few  months  after  taking  office  in  August  1993,  Administrator  Hinson  learned 
that  this  program  was  facing  additional  cost  overruns.  In  response,  he  ordered  a  top 
to  bottom  review  of  the  program.  This  included  not  only  internal  reviews,  but  the 
Center  for  Naval  Analysis  (CNA)  was  retained  to  provide  an  independent  assess- 
ment of  the  organizational,  management,  and  financial  aspects  of  the  program. 

To  determine  if  there  was  potential  for  further  cost  overruns  and  schedule  delays, 
he  directed  the  Deputy  Administrator  and  Chief  Counsel  to  conduct  a  comprehen- 
sive review  of  the  costs  and  schedviles  for  the  program.  This  report  concluded  that 
if  this  program  was  permitted  to  continue  on  the  course  it  was  on,  costs  could  range 
from  $6.5  to  $7.3  billion  and  substantial  additional  delays  could  be  incurred.  That 
was  clearly  unacceptable. 

Since  that  report  was  released.  Administrator  Hinson  has  taken  additional  ac- 
tions. The  program  director  has  been  replaced.  Funding  for  work  on  the  Area  Con- 
trol Computer  Complex  portion  of  the  program  has  been  suspended.  A  revalidation 
of  requirements  for  the  program  is  nearing  completion.  These  actions  and  the  infor- 
mation provided  by  the  various  reviews  will  provide  the  basis  for  putting  this  pro- 
gram back  on  a  course  that  is  fiscally  responsible  and  where  schedules  are  achieved. 

Findings  of  reviews  that  have  been  completed,  such  as  the  cost  an  schedule  re- 
view, have  been  immediately  shared  with  Committee  members  and  staff.  This  ad- 
ministration is  pledged  to  keep  you  fully  appraised  of  further  results  as  soon  as  they 
become  available. 

AAS — STATUS  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Hinson,  you  sent  status  reports  on  the  AAS  pro- 
gram to  the  Public  Works  Committee  as  late  as  September  1993 
without  any  hint  of  cost  problems.  When  questioned  about  this 
later,  your  Executive  Director  for  System  Development  (John  Burt) 
said  that  the  FAA  did  not  become  aware  of  the  cost  to  restructure 
the  contract  until  after  those  reports  were  sent  up.  However,  I  have 
heard  that  there  was  an  informal  agreement  between  FAA  and 
IBM  contracting  officers  on  the  magnitude  of  the  cost  overrun  as 
early  as  the  end  of  August  1993.  Do  you  have  any  information  on 
this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  September  1993,  the  magnitude  of  the  contract  cost  overrun  related  to  existing 
schedule  delay  was  quantified  as  part  of  the  negotiations  necessitated  by  the  "cure 
process"  completed  the  previous  Mgirch.  The  negotiated  overrun  was  $741  million, 
which  compares  with  the  FAA  estimate  in  March  1993  of  $707  million. 

The  cost  of  the  negotiated  contract  changes  is  only  a  part  of  the  projected  program 
cost  growth  of  $1.2  billion.  The  majority  cost  growth  resulted  from  changes  in  basic 
assumptions  that  we  used  to  offset  cost  growth  estimate  last  March  and  new  re- 
quirements that  were  not  known  last  year.  This  full  cost  impact  was  not  developed 
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until  late  in  the  fall.  Upon  realization  of  this  possible  cost  growth,  the  Administrator 
promptly  informed  Congress  in  his  December  13  letter.  The  earUer  reports  were 
simply  on  the  status  of  IBM's  progress  on  specified  checkpoints.  We  will  work  with 
you  to  develop  a  reporting  system  to  keep  you  informed  of  the  AAS  cost  and  sched- 
ule. 

AAS — ^TERMINAL  AREA  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  The  terminal  area  part  of  AAS  is  called  the  terminal 
area  automation  system  (TAAS.)  Currently,  this  system  is  expected 
to  replace  automation  equipment  in  the  large  TRACONs,  the  so- 
called  "metroplex  control  facilities."  Isn't  this  system  also  depend- 
ent on  the  IBM-developed  systems  services  software,  which  was  the 
subject  of  TRWs  concern? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  TAAS  is  dependent  on  ISSS  system  services  software.  However,  system  serv- 
ices represent  less  than  20  percent  of  the  TAAS  developed  software.  Currently, 
TAAS,  as  well  as  the  en  route  and  tower  efforts,  are  under  review  by  the  Recovery 
Team  to  assess  their  viability  for  the  future  of  FAA  in  these  areas.  This  review  will 
be  the  basis  of  whether  TAAS  will  be  continued  and  if  so,  in  what  form. 

ASS— TAAS  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  Regarding  this  part  of  AAS,  TRW  said  "eventually,  if 
TAAS  goes  the  way  of  similar  real  time  systems,  there  will  prob- 
ably be  performance  problems."  What  kinds  of  problems  were  they 
referring  to,  and  is  there  a  way  to  minimize  them  by  taking  action 
now? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Currently,  TAAS,  as  well  as  the  en  route  and  tower  efforts,  are  under  review  by 
the  Recovery  Team  to  assess  their  viabUity  for  the  future  of  FAA  in  these  areas. 
This  review  will  be  the  basis  of  whether  TASS  will  be  continued  and  if  so,  in  what 
form. 

AAS — ^ACCELERATING  TAAS  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  TAAS  is  that  portion  of  AAS  which  would  go  in  the 
large  TRACONs.  Because  of  the  lengthy  delays  in  the  AAS  pro- 
gram, you  began  replacing  the  existing  computers  in  those  five  fa- 
cilities with  brand  new  ARTS  HIE  computers  in  fiscal  year  1993. 
These  will  last  for  at  least  10  years. 

Now  Loral  believes  we  should  put  development  of  the  TAAS  sys- 
tem on  a  "fast  track"  also,  having  them  in  place  beginning  in  1996. 
However,  you  won't  even  finish  delivering  the  ARTS  IIIE  comput- 
ers which  AAS  replaces  until  1997.  Given  the  brand  new  ARTS 
computers,  one  could  question  why  we  need  TAAS  at  all  and  we 
should  even  more  seriously  question  why  we  should  put  the  devel- 
opment on  an  accelerated  schedule  which  requires  us  to  junk  the 
new  ARTS  computers  after  only  a  few  years,  or  perhaps  not  use 
them  at  all.  Would  you  comment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  does  not  plan  to  "accelerate"  TAAS.  As  you  have  noted,  developmental 
risks  exist  for  TAAS  and  that  is  why  we  began  implementation  of  ARTS  HIE  equip- 
ment. As  part  of  the  AAS  recovery,  we  will  determine  how  many  (if  any)  AAS  TAAS 
options  or  ARTS  IIIE  options  to  exercise. 

REVISED  AAS — ^FUNDING  ESTIMATE 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $509.9  million  for  AAS  in  fiscal 
year  1995.  Can  I  assume,  with  all  the  change  in  this  program,  that 
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you  will  offer  a  new  budget  estimate  in  the  near  future,  and  if  so, 
when  can  we  expect  that? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  will  revise  our  budget  estimate  for  fiscal  year  1995  after  the  recovery  group 
has  completed  its  efforts  at  the  end  of  May. 

AAS — COST  FOR  IBM  STAFF 

Mr.  Carr.  At  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1993,  IBM  had  a  work  force 
of  about  1,900  on  the  AAS  program.  The  average  (fully  loaded)  cost 
of  that  work  force  was  $120,000  per  staff  year.  Is  this  a  fair  and 
reasonable  cost? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Recovery  Team  effort  to  review  the  en  route,  terminal,  and  tower  programs 
is  also  considering,  as  part  of  its  analysis,  the  IBM  costing.This  review  will  be  com- 
pleted by  the  end  of  May  1994. 

AAS — SUBMISSION  OF  COST/PRICING  DATA  • 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  report,  the  Inspector  General  found  signifi- 
cant weaknesses  in  IBM's  cost  estimating  system.  For  example, 
IBM  did  not  submit  current,  accurate,  or  complete  cost  or  pricing 
data  when  they  submitted  proposals  to  the  FAA.  Apparently,  the 
Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  had  been  telling  the  FAA  this  since 
at  least  1991.  Why  hasn't  the  FAA  acted  previously  to  address  this 
problem,  and  what  has  been  done  now? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  noted  when  the  FAA  participated  in  the  Joint  Estimating  System  Review  with 
DCAA  in  1991,  there  were  estimating  system  deficiencies  in  IBM's  pricing  system. 
Many  of  these  deficiencies  were  called  to  DCAA's  attention  by  FAA.  The  FAA,  in 
conjunction  with  IBM,  aggressively  pursued  correcting  these  deficiencies  and  had 
succeeded  in  correcting  most  deficiencies.  But  some  of  the  deficiencies  reappeared. 
IBM  was  formally  put  on  notice  in  a  letter  from  the  AAS  Contracting  Officer  to 
IBM/Federal  Systems  Company  dated  March  11,  1994,  to  take  immediate  action  to 
"undertake  an  immediate  internal  management  review  and  to  furnish  this  office  a 
formal  response  of  the  resvilts  and  a  detailed  plan  of  action  to  close  all  open  defi- 
ciencies. .  .  no  later  than  April  7,  1994."  This  plan  (containing  actions  and  their 
schedule  for  completion)  was  received  and  IBM  intends  to  take  corrective  action  on 
all  open  deficiencies  by  June  15,  1994.  On-going  meetings  between  the  FAA  and 
IBM  have  been  held  to  insure  these  deficiencies  are  corrected. 

AAS — DISCUSSIONS  WITH  DCAA  AUDITORS 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  this  report,  some  FAA  officials  refiised  to 
talk  to  DCAA  auditors  looking  into  IBM's  cost  and  pricing  data. 
Why  would  the  FAA  take  such  action,  when  DCAA's  job  is  to  pro- 
tect the  government  from  paying  contractors  excessive  or  unsup- 
ported costs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  officials  have  never  refused  to  talk  to  the  DCAA  auditors.  Coordination  be- 
tween the  technical  staff  and  DCAA  is  arranged  by  the  contracting  officer  and  direct 
communication  is  encouraged  when  necessary. 

DCAA  is  not  a  single  organization  but  rather  a  number  of  different  offices  audit- 
ing different  contractors'  facilities.  On  AAS,  DCAA  offices  conduct  audits  at  IBM 
(Rockville),  IBM  (Manassas),  Raytheon  Corporation,  Computer  Sciences  Corporation, 
Formation  Corporation,  etc.  On  proposal  evaluations,  the  FAA  contracting  officer  co- 
ordinates the  technical  evaluators'  activities  with  the  various  audit  organizations  to 
achieve  timely  negotiation  positions  leading  to  closure  of  procurement  activities  with 
the  least  cost  in  terms  of  dollars  and  schedule  to  the  government. 
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DECISION  FOR  UMITED  CONSOLIDATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Let's  talk  for  a  few  moments  about  the  FAA's  facility 
consolidation  plans.  The  FAA  decided  last  year  that  it  would  pur- 
sue a  "limited"  consolidation  strategy  for  its  air  traffic  control  fa- 
cilities, in  effect  abandoning  plans  under  way  since  1983  for  a  sig- 
nificant consolidation. 

As  most  of  the  people  in  this  room  know,  I  am  opposed  to  limited 
consolidation,  and  believe  that,  particularly  with  a  declining  budg- 
et, the  FAA  should  pursue  greater  consolidation. 

Was  cost  the  primary  factor  behind  the  FAA's  decision  to  pursue 
only  limited  consolidation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Cost  is  not  the  primary  factor  in  the  decision  to  limit  consolidation.  The  associated 
technical,  transition,  schedule  risk,  and  work  force  issues  were  the  primary  factors. 
The  decision  also  allows  the  FAA  to  make  consoUdation  decisions  in  response  to  spe- 
cific operational  needs  which  are  economically  based.  It  moves  us  away  from  a  sys- 
tem architecture  which  commits  the  FAA  to  some  number  of  "end-state"  facilities 
irrespective  of  operational  needs  and  economic  priorities,  and  allows  financial  in- 
vestments in  facilities  to  be  tjirgeted  to  individual  areas  over  the  next  10  years. 

LIMITED  CONSOLIDATION  AND  NEW  TRACON  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  extent  was  the  potential  to  develop  a  very  in- 
expensive system  for  stand-alone  TELACONs  (now  called  the  New 
TRACON  System)  important  for  the  limited  consolidation  decision? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Operational  acceptability  was  a  major  reason  for  the  Umited  consolidated  decision 
as  was  the  attractive  economics  of  a  new  TRACON  system  (several  of  which  are  in 
operation  or  production  for  use  oversees  and  at  the  High  Desert  TRACON  and  the 
Navy's  China  Lake  facility).  The  potential  to  install  a  very  compact  stand-alone 
TRACON  automation  system  without  major  facility  enlargement  was  also  a  consid- 
eration, as  well  as  having  the  ability  to  be  flexible  with  the  ftinding  requirements 
in  a  constrained  budget  environment. 

FACILITY  CONSOLIDATION — ^ESTABLISHMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  FAA  announced  it  had  developed  "es- 
tablishment criteria"  for  new  metroplex  control  facilities  (MCFs), 
which  would  allow  FAA  regions  to  propose  consolidation  of 
TRACONs  where  it  made  economic  sense.  This  sounds  good  on 
paper.  However,  FAA  headquarters  has  already  decided  that  MCFs 
will  cost  more  to  operate  and  maintain  than  the  individual 
TRACONs  they  would  replace.  Headquarters  has  also  set  the  esti- 
mated price  of  a  new  MCF  (over  $130  million  each).  Therefore,  for 
a  region  to  even  propose  consolidation,  it  must  show  that  the  MCF 
would  pay  for  itself  through  air  trafiic  benefits. 

By  setting  arbitrary  limits  on  what  can  be  counted  as  a  benefit 
of  consolidation,  and  by  handing  down  a  rigid  and  high  cost  to 
build  and  equip  the  facility,  isn't  it  highly  imlikely  that  any  region 
would  make  such  a  proposal,  and  if  so,  doesn't  it  question  your  mo- 
tives for  issuing  the  "establishment  criteria"  in  the  first  place? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  estimated  price  of  an  MCF  includes  equipment  requirements  for  accomplishing  the 
demanding  mission  of  an  MCF.  Small  systems  would  not  provide  us  with  the  requisite 
functionality  for  an  MCF.  Estimated  costs  are  based  on  the  cost  configuration  which  would 
satisfy  MCF  requirements  and  are  not  intended  to  be  an  exclusionary  policy.  They  reflect  the 
FAA  position  to  use  TAAS  and  VSCS  to  fulfill  the  requirement  of  our  largest  facilities.  Other 
equipment  will  be  analyzed. 

The  benefits  which  can  be  counted  as  benefits  accruing  uniquely  to  an  MCF  were  calculated 
only  af^er  a  rigorous  review  of  MCF  operational  benefits  conducted  in  association  with  MCF 
Criteria  development.  If  additional  benefits,  not  identified  in  the  criteria  accrue  to  an  MCF,  we 
are  not  aware  of  them.  However,  a  region  can  use  them  to  support  an  MCF  requirement  if  they 
can  show  their  existence. 

Given  a  reasonable  estimate  of  costs  based  on  the  required  operational  capability  for  an  MCF, 
and  a  careful  assessment  of  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  the  consolidation  of  some  number  of 
associated  TRACONs, 

•  the  cost  of  establishing,  operating,  and  maintaining  a  new  MCF  must  be  less  than  the  cost  of 
upgrading,  operating  and  maintaining  the  old  unconsolidated  TRACONs  over  the  twenty  year 
planning  horizon,  i.e.,  cost  savings  to  the  Government,  or, 

•  any  user  benefits  which  accrue  to  the  MCF  through  improved  airspace  management  and 
efficiencies  must  offset  the  increase  in  cost. 

The  rule  is:  F&E  +  O&M  COST  of  a  proposed  MCF 

Less  F&E  +  O&M  COST  of  the  Unconsolidated  TRACONs 

Must  be  less  than  the  BENEFITS  of  an  MCF. 

The  life  cycle  cost  of  the  MCF  may  be  expected  to  be  significantly  higher  than  that  of  the 
currently  unconsolidated  Tracons  because  there  is  a  lower  initial  F&E  cost  associated  with  the 
unconsolidated  Tracons    In  their  case,  the  majority  of  the  costs  are  sunk  costs.  The  salary 
component  of  O&M  cost  will  be  the  same,  or  probably  higher,  for  the  MCF  because  salary  is 
based  on  a  facilities  traffic  count  which,  for  an  MCF,  will  approach  the  sum  of  the  traffic  counts  at 
all  of  the  TRACONS  to  be  consolidated  into  the  MCF. 

Given'that  the  cost  differential  between  the  MCF  and  the  currently  unconsolidated  TRACON  is 
quite  large,  it  is  likely  that  regions  will  propose  only  a  limited  number  of  MCFs,  but  only  because 
there  is  limited  set  of  opportunities  for  MCFs  to  be  cost  beneficial,  not  because  we  were 
arbitrarily  trying  to  deprive  some  area  of  an  MCF. 
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SCHEDULE  FOR  NEW  TRACON  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  a  key  behind  the  Hmited  consolidation  strategy  is 
timely  development  and  fielding  of  the  New  TRACON  System.  It 
was  envisioned  that  this  system  would  bring  early  benefits  by 
being  fielded  in  1997.  However,  I  understand  that  there  is  no  fund- 
ing in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  for  this  system.  Therefore,  the 
earliest  you  would  have  even  the  initial  funds  would  be  October 
1995.  Is  it  realistic  to  believe  that  this  system  can  go  through  the 
contracting  process,  be  developed  (including  200,000  lines  of  new 
software  code),  tested,  and  put  in  place  in  only  two  years? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  agrees  that  fielding  the  New  TRACON  System  in  1997  is  optimistic. 
However,  several  potential  suppliers  have  developed  systems  that  meet  a  significant 
amount  of  the  New  TRACON  System  requirements.  The  new  code  that  needs  to  be 
added  to  meet  the  minimum  functional  and  capacity  reqviirements  would  however, 
have  to  be  developed  and  the  entire  system  thoroughly  tested. 

FACILITY  CONSOLIDATION — LONG  TERM  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  comparing  limited  and  moderate  consolidation  al- 
ternatives, the  FAA  has  said  that  either  could  be  accomplished 
from  an  operational  perspective,  but  moderate  consolidation  re- 
sulted in  greater  work  force  disruption  and  cost  more. 

An  internal  FAA  study  dated  September  1993  indicated  that 
total  life  cycle  costs  of  moderate  and  limited  consolidation  are  iden- 
tical when  measured  in  constant  doll£irs,  and  that  O&M  costs  are 
actually  less  under  moderate  consolidation.  It  would  appear  that 
your  limited  consolidation  strategy  saves  us  F&E  dollars  in  the 
near-term,  but  costs  us  more  in  O&M  costs  in  the  long  run.  Is  this 
accurate? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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LIFE  CYCLE  COST  THROUGH  2024 

(CONSTANT  1992  $) 

Alternative 
Area 

"Do  Nothing" 

Maximum 

Consolidation 

(Baseline  22+5) 

Moderate 
Consolidation 
(53  Facilities) 

Limited 
Consolidation 

F&E 

SO.Ob 

$7.3  b 

$8.7  b 

$8.2  b 

O&M 

$90.1  b 

$69.8  b 

$70.1  b 

$70.6  b 

Total  LCC 

$90.1  b 

$77.  lb 

$78.8  b 

$78.8  b 

Present  Value 
LCC 

$22.4  b 

$23.9  b 

$24.8  b 

$24.5  b 

The  above  table  was  included  in  the  September,  1993  Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS) 
Issues  Working  Group  (IWG)  Final  Report.  The  analysis  supporting  the  above  table  was 
completed  in  December  1992. 

Analysis  of  consolidation  alternatives  continued  beyond  December,  1992  and  the  results, 
including  revised  cost  estimates  were  included  in  the  September,  1993  Report  to  Congress.  Plan 
for  Limited  Consolidation  of  the  National  Airspace  System.  The  following  table  shows  the 
updated  estimates  contained  in  that  report: 


LIFE  CYCLE  COST  THROUGH  2024 

(CONSTANT  1993  $) 

Alternative 
Area 

Maximum 

Consolidation 

(Baseline  22  +  5) 

Moderate 
Consolidation 
(53  Facilities) 

Limited 
Consolidation 

F&E 

$5.9  b 

$7.3  b 

$6.  lb 

O&M 

$71.6b 

$71.5  b 

$71.7  b 

Total  LCC 

$77.5  b 

$78.8  b 

$77.8  b 

Clearly,  life-cycle  costs  for  the  three  alternatives  are  similar,  however,  only  moderate  and 
limited  consolidation  are  operationally  acceptable.    The  Limited  Consolidation  option  requires 
significantly  less  capital  investment  with  only  slightly  higher  O&M  costs.    We  also  believe  that 
the  new  technology  inherent  in  a  new  TRACON  system  may  allow  us  to  reduce  maintenance 
staffing  and  O&M  costs  below  those  assumed  in  the  analysis. 
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FACILITY  CONSOLIDATION — COSTS  ASSUMPTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Some  of  the  operating  costs  attributed  to  moderate 
consolidation  relate  to  the  FAA's  decision  to  require  backup  voice, 
radar,  and  computer  data  to  be  sent  from  each  of  the  consolidated 
facilities,  in  case  of  facility  failure.  However,  I  understand  that  you 
do  not  currently  provide  backup  data  from  your  MCFS.  Is  this  a 
case  of  excessive  costs  being  added  to  make  moderate  consolidation 
look  bad? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  cost  assumptions  for  the  limited  and  moderate  consolidation  scenarios  were 
derived  from  the  previous  assumptions  used  to  develop  the  full  consolidation  costing, 
which  was  to  backup  all  voice,  radar,  and  computer  data  for  consolidated  facilities. 
A  revised  cost  effective  backup  strategy  is  being  developed  for  limited  consolidation 
based  on  studies  conducted  at  headquarters  and  site  analysis  of  the  proposed  North- 
em  CaUfomia  MCF.  This  strategy  more  evenly  distributes  the  workload  of  a  failed 
facility  and  does  not  require  all  voice,  radar,  and  computer  data  to  be  dual  routed. 

FACILITY  CONSOLIDATION — NEW  TRACON  SYSTEM  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  believe  the  FAA  currently  estimates  total  costs  to  de- 
velop and  field  the  New  TRACON  System  at  approximately  $460 
million.  What  is  assumed  for  this  system  in  the  total  cost  estimate 
for  limited  consolidation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  New  TRACON  System  is  currently  estimated  at  $415.9  million  and  includes 
hardware  for  9  large  (greater  than  80  common  consoles)  systems  and  161  medium 
(less  than  80  common  consoles)  systems.  It  was  estimated  that  1929  common  con- 
soles (includes  spares  and  development)  are  required  for  the  non-consolidated  facili- 
ties. Of  this  amount,  it  was  assumed  tJiat  1198  common  consoles  would  be  fiinded 
out  of  the  AAS  budget  line  item  in  the  outyears,  and  would  be  available  from  the 
AAS  contract.  Costs  were  estimated  for  the  remaining  731  consoles  and  included  as 
part  of  the  New  TRACON  System  estimate.  "Repackaging"  costs  for  all  1929  were 
included  to  make  the  displays  equivalent  to  the  DOD  low-boy.  In  addition,  FAATC 
support  and  test  system  costs,  training,  and  software  development  were  included  in 
the  estimate. 

DIFFERENCES  BETWEEN  MCF'S  AND  TRACONS 

Mr.  Carr,  According  to  a  fact  paper  given  to  subcommittee  staff, 
the  much  more  expensive  AAS  system  was  assumed  to  be  procured 
for  consolidated  TRACON  facilities,  whereas  the  cheaper  New 
TRACON  System  would  be  put  in  TRACONs  which  were  not  con- 
solidated. (Of  course,  this  drove  up  the  cost  of  moderate  consolida- 
tion.) This  paper  says  "AAS  equipment  is  believed  necessary  to  pro- 
vide the  robustness  needed,  meet  reliability  requirements,  the  large 
capacity,  and  requirements  such  as  numerous  sensor  and  commu- 
nications inputs."  Are  you  sajdng  that  the  New  TRACON  System 
will  be  inferior  to  AAS  in  all  of  these  respects,  including  reliability? 

[The  information  follows:] 

One  should  not  infer  from  the  information  in  the  fact  paper  that  the  New 
TRACON  System  would  be  inferior.  Since  the  larger  MCF  TRACON  facilities  con- 
solidate several  existing  TRACONs,  they  have  significantly  larger  workload  require- 
ments. Some  examples  are:  many  more  radar  sensors,  many  more  controlled  air- 
craft, more  satellite  towers  to  support,  and  more  communications  connections.  A 
smaller,  stand-alone  TRACON  automation  system  that  is  not  required  to  perform 
as  much  flight  data  and  radar  processing  can  be  expected  to  provide  a  reliable  capa- 
bility at  a  lower  cost.  Indeed,  as  technology  continues  to  improve,  so  does  the  ability 
of  the  types  of  systems  being  considered  in  the  context  of  the  New  TRACON  System 
to  handle  larger  nimibers  of  sensor  inputs,  controller  displays,  target  tracks  and  ex- 
panded data  blocks. 
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FACILITY  CONSOLIDATION — TRACON  REPLACEMENT 

Mr.  CarR-  Your  limited  consolidation  cost  estimate  assumed  the 
replacement  of  only  17  (10  percent)  of  your  TRACON  buildings. 
However,  I  understand  this  was  only  a  "guesstimate,"  and  that  a 
recent  survey  of  your  regions  indicates  a  need  to  replace  as  many 
as  45  TRACONs.  Is  this  correct,  and  if  so,  wouldn't  that  raise  the 
cost  of  your  current  strategy? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  10  percent  estimate  for  TRACON  replacements  in  the  limited  consolidation 
proposal  was  based  on  a  top  level  survey  of  facilities.  The  FAA  anticipates  that  new 
facilities  can  be  reduced  through  collocation.  The  FAA  has  conducted  a  survey  of 
field  facilities  and  the  regions  have  indicated  they  would  like  to  have  as  many  as 
40  to  45  TRACON's  replaced.  Our  experience  is  that  a  quality  refurbishment  may 
satisfy  a  number  of  the  proposed  replacements.  The  survey  results  submitted  by  the 
regions  will  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  the  recently  established  TRACON  investment 
criteria  to  ensure  that  proposed  actions  are  cost  effective. 

SATELLITE  NAVIGATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Can  you  update  us  today  on  progress  made  in  the  sat- 
ellite navigation  program  and  describe  planned  activities  over  the 
next  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 


603 

The  following  represents  the  progress  made  in  various  aspects  of  the  satellite  navigation 
program  and  the  future  planned  activities; 

Wide  Area  Augmentation  System  fWAAS) 

The  FAA  has  validated  the  concept  of  the  Wide  Area  Augmentation  System  (WAAS)  by  a 
cross-country  flight  demonstration  in  December  1993.  This  was  an  aviation  first  to  demonstrate 
the  use  of  a  network  of  eight  ground  stations  strategically  planned  across  the  contiguous 
United  States.  As  an  initial  demonstration,  this  test  showed  that  coverage  can  be  provided 
through  the  use  of  ground  monitors  and  geostationary  satellites. 

The  FAA  and  DOT  are  currently  developing  plans  to  accelerate  the  implementation  of  GPS  for 
enroute  through  precision  approach  using  the  WAAS. 

Local  Area  Differential  GPS  (LADGPS) 

LADGPS  was  demonstrated  at  the  Asia-Pacific  Directors  General  Conference  in  Los  Angeles, 
California  in  November  1993.  In  this  demonstration,  the  LADGPS  ground  reference  station  and 
antenna  were  temporarily  placed  in  an  abandoned  tower  at  the  Ontario  International  Airport, 
located  approximately  25  miles  east  of  Los  Angeles.  Signals  from  the  GPS  satellites  and  the 
ground-based  differential  system  were  used  by  the  aircraft's  GPS  receiver  and  flight  management 
system  to  fly  precision  approaches.  The  Special  Category  I  (SCAT-I)  Minimum  Aviation  System 
Performance  Standards  (MASPS)  were  published  by  RTCA  in  August  1993,  providing  the 
performance  parameters  for  SCAT-I  operations. 

In  FY  1994,  the  FAA  plans  to  release  Order  8400.GNSS  which  will  allow  for  the 
implementation  of  the  SCAT-I  MASPS. 

Cateaorv  II/III 

The  FAA  has  an  aggressive  program  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of  using  GPS  for 
Category  IIIB  approaches  and  landings  by  mid- 1995    For  this  study,  industry-designed 
demonstration  systems  will  be  tested  for  Category  III  accuracy  and  integrity.  Feasibility  testing 
will  begin  in  late  FY  1994. 

Operational 

The  successful  completion  of  the  non-precision  approach  overiay  program  obviated  the  need  to 
construct  any  new  approach  procedures  before  realizing  the  operational  benefits  of  GPS.  The 
FAA  approved  the  use  of  GPS  equipment  for  oceanic,  domestic  enroute,  and  terminal  IFR 
operations  on  June  9,  1993. 
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GPS  DECISIONS  ON  CATEGORY  Il/lII  LANDINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  you  still  planning  to  make  a  definitive  decision  on 
whether  GPS  will  meet  the  requirement  for  Category  II  and  III  in- 
strument landings  in  1995,  or  has  that  date  slipped? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  an  aggressive  program  to  investigate  the  feasibility  of  using  GPS 
for  Category  IIIB  approaches  and  landings  by  mid- 1995.  For  this  study,  industry- 
designed  demonstration  systems  will  be  tested  for  Category  III  accuracy  and  integ- 
rity. If  feasibility  is  determined  (i.e.,  accuracy  and  integrity  can  be  satisfied),  the 
FAA  will  request  approval  to  proceed  to  the  next  phase  of  the  acquisition  process, 
Demonstration  and  Validation.  This  request  for  approval  to  proceed,  pending  a  sat- 
isfactory feasibility  determination,  is  projected,  for  FY  1996. 

MLS — FUNDING  FOR  PRODUCTION 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  still  the  FAA's  position  that  no  production  funds 
should  be  approved  for  microwave  landing  systems  until  that  deci- 
sion point  is  reached? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  Production  funds  will  not  be  approved  for  MLS  until  and  unless  a  definitive 
decision  is  reached  that  GPS  will  not  meet  the  requirements  for  Category  II  and 
III  instrument  landings  and  that  MLS  is  needed  to  satisfy  those  requirements.  In 
any  case,  a  decision  to  produce  MLS  equipment  for  Category  II/III  installations  can- 
not be  made  before  September  1996  when  we  plan  to  complete  the  operational  test 
and  evaluation  of  our  developmental  systems. 

GPS — REMAINING  TECHNICAL  CHALLENGES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  biggest  technical  challenges  remaining 
in  the  development  and  approval  of  GPS  technology  for  precision 
landings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  demonstrated  and  validated  the  concept  of  both  a  local  area  and 
Wide  Area  Augmentation  System  (WAAS)  for  satisfying  Category  I  precision  ap- 
proach requirements.  The  FAA  has  an  aggressive  program  to  investigate  the  fea- 
sibility of  using  GPS  for  Category  IIIB  approaches  and  landings  by  mid- 1995.  For 
this  study,  industry-designed  demonstration  systems  will  be  tested  for  Category  III 
accuracy  and  integrity.  If  feasibility  is  determined  (i.e.,  accuracy  and  integrity  can 
be  satisfied),  the  FAA  will  request  approval  to  proceed  to  the  next  phase  of  the  ac- 
quisition process,  Demonstration  and  Validation.  To  date,  Category  III  accuracies 
have  been  demonstrated,  although  repeatable  performance  must  still  be  guaranteed. 
A  demonstration  of  integrity  of  the  Local  Area  Differential  GPS  signal  for  Category 
II  purposes  has  yet  to  be  demonstrated  and  is  the  principal  focus  of  the  FAA  pro- 
gram. 

GPS — INTERNATIONAL  ACCEPTANCE 

Mr.  Carr.  There  are  consistent  signals  that  the  international 
community  will  not  accept  GPS,  a  satellite  developed  by,  and  under 
the  operational  control  of,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Defense.  What 
would  be  the  impact  on  our  efforts  to  develop  GPS  for  precision 
landings  if  the  Europeans  and  other  countries  decide  to  develop 
and  field  MLS  instead? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Our  efforts  to  develop  GPS  for  precision  landings  will  not  be  significantly  affected 
should  the  Europeans  and  other  countries  decide  to  develop  and  field  MLS  instead 
of  a  satellite-based  technology.  Based  on  positive  results,  the  FAA  Capital  Invest- 
ment Plan  has  already  been  revised  to  use  augmented  GPS  instead  of  MLS  to  sat- 
isfy Category  I  precision  approach  reqmrements.  An  aggressive  feasibility  study  is 
now  underway  to  determine  if  a  GPS-based  system  could  support  Category  II  and 
Category  III  precision  approach  and  landing  operations.  The  results  of  this  study, 
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which  will  be  completed  in  1995,  will, help  determine  whether  MLS  will  still  be 
needed  for  Category  II/III  operations  in  the  U.S.  If  MLS  is  fielded  by  other  nations 
but  not  by  the  U.S.,  then  it  will  be  a  business  decision  whether  international  air 
carrier  equip  with  avionics  compatible  with  the  landing  systems  in  all  the  areas 
they  serve.  The  United  Kingdom  is  advancing  the  idea  of  a  "multi-mode"  receiver 
capable  of  operating  with  all  landing  system  technologies:  ILS,  MLS  and  GPS. 

The  "signals  from  the  international  community"  are  becoming  progressively  less 
consistent  against  GPS  and  more  consistent  in  support  of  GPS.  As  we  work  with 
the  various  regional  groups  of  the  International  Civil  Aviation  Organization  (ICAO), 
we  have  found  that  GPS  is  fast  becoming  accepted,  with  Uttle  reservation,  in  the 
Asia-Pacific  community  and  in  a  number  of  South  American  countries,  as  a  valuable 
resource  for  air  traffic  management.  While  the  most  strenuous  resistance  has  come 
from  Europe  (the  United  Kingdom  in  particvilar),  even  there  we  see  a  trend  toward 
embracing  the  concept  of  a  sateUite-based  air  traffic  management  architecture.  FAA 
representatives  just  recently  conducted  a  successful  series  of  meetings  with  officials 
from  the  European  Union  of  air  traffic  control  authorities.  All  present  agreed  with 
the  objective  of  establishing,  as  soon  as  possible,  a  seamless  global  satellite  naviga- 
tion capability  usable  by  a  single  avionics  receiver,  supporting  en  route  navigation 
through  precision  approach  operations. 

MLS — TREASON  TO  CONTINUE  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  July,  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo  was  quoted 
as  sajdng  that  supporters  of  MLS  must  "feel  a  little  like  those  last, 
lonely  fans  of  evening  newspapers,  long-playing  records,  and  the 
Mets."  Now  in  fairness  I  should  note  that  the  Mets  are  off  to  a  good 
start  this  spring.  But  such  a  comment  does  make  me  wonder  why 
we  should  continue  developing  MLS.  Would  you  comment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  continuing  the  development  of  Category  II/III  MLS  at  a  minimal  level 
until  we  are  certain  that  GPS  can  meet  £ill  precision  approach  requirements.  Re- 
search and  testing  now  being  conducted  indicate  that  the  addition  of  ground-based 
differential  systems  could  provide  the  accuracy  needed  to  support  GPS-based  preci- 
sion approaches  in  Category  I  weather  conditions.  We  are  also  evaluating  potential 
augmentations  to  the  GPS  constellation  to  provide  the  integrity,  continuity,  and 
availability  required  for  precision  approach  guidance  signals.  In  addition,  an  aggres- 
sive feasibility  study  is  now  underway  to  determine  if  a  GPS-based  system  could 
support  Category  II  and  Category  III  precision  approach  and  landing  operations. 
The  results  of  this  study,  which  will  be  completed  in  1995,  will  help  determine 
whether  MLS  will  still  be  needed  for  Category  II/III  operations. 

The  operational  data  proouced  by  these  units  would  serve  as  an  essential  baseline 
for  fiiture  investment  decisions,  not  only  for  MLS,  but  also  for  any  precision  landing 
system.  Termination  would  deny  the  benefits  of  this  valuable  information. 

Reductions  to  the  MLS  program  would  force  the  termination  of  the  prototype  de- 
velopment contracts  prior  to  completion.  This  would  result  in  contract  termination 
costs  for  the  two  prime  MLS  contractors,  which  is  estimated  at  $15-$20  million 
each.  This  includes  payment  to  sub-contractors,  inventory  purchased  for  future  use, 
personnel  disniptions,  and  settlement  charges.  So,  even  if  FAA  had  to  terminate  the 
contracts,  the  $15  million  additional  in  FY  1995  would  still  be  required.  In  other 
words,  the  government  has  two  choices  on  how  to  spend  the  $15  milhon:  (a)  we  can 
terminate  the  contracts  and  inherit  truckloads  of  useless  components;  or  (b)  deploy 
4  test  articles  for  data  validation. 

OPERATING  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  final  quarterly  financial  plan  for  fis- 
cal year  1993  and  compare  that  to  the  appropriated  levels,  similar 
in  format  to  the  data  found  on  page  575  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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DISTRIBUTION  OF  POSITIONS — ^BY  OFFICE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  showing  number  of  positions 
assigned  to  each  of  your  offices  and  regions  similar  in  format  to 
that  shown  on  pages  582-583  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 


78-849  0-94-20 
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lAA  DlSTRimi  HON  OF  l-Ul.l.  TIMI-  IM-RMANI-N  r  POSl  IONS 
OI'tRA riONS  AIM'ROI'RIA I  ION  (DIRliC'l) 


OKFIt  K 

FY  l')'>i 
ACTUAL 

FY  1994 

Esr. 

FY  1995 
KSI. 

ADMINISTRATOR  (INCLUDKS  DH'IHV  ADMIN   Ji  COMM.  CTR) 

54 

51 

48 

Chief  Couim'l 

\(<4 

164 

146 

As^i^tanl  AiliiiinUlr:Ut)r  for  Ci\il  Ri>*hl> 

K> 

15 

14 

A^fiUlant  Ailmini%tr:iior  for  tltm'rnnu'ni  ^^  Inilustn  Affairs 

U 

13 

12 

A»i>lanl  AilminiMiadir  fur  Icifiuniaiinii  Tciluiiili>;;\ 

III) 

107 

101 

Ah!ki<ilant  AiliuiniNtrahir  for  Pul>lii'  Affairs 

J7 

35 

ii 

Assistant  Adiniiiistrator  for  Uud^i't  \  Aci'ouiitinf' 

7 

7 

7 

Offuv  of  Anduntiii}: 

7S 

72 

68 

Oflui-  of  Uiidt;il 

61 

58 

55 

Assistant  Ailniiiiistrator  for  Airports 

IK 

16 

16 

Office  of  Airport  Planiiin;:  and  Pro}*raniniin^ 

411 

40 

40 

Office  of  Airport  Safeis  and  Standards 

42 

36 

36 

Assistant  Administrator  for  t'isil  Asiation  Securilv 

fif> 

lOfi 

77 

Office  of  Ci»il  Asiation  Securitv  lntelli);ence 

37 

31 

31 

Office  of  Cisil  Aviation  Si-curit_\  Operations 

6f. 

64 

64 

Olficeof  Cisil  Aviation  Sccurits  Holies  \:  Plannin); 

i(. 

35 

35 

Office  of  Ciiil  Asialion  Securits  Program  Management 

2S 

16 

16 

Assistant  Adniinisirator  for  Human  Resource  Mana«;ement 

S7 

87 

82 

Office  of  Human  Resource  Development 

46 

44 

41 

Office  of  Lalior  and  limplosee  Relations 

22 

22 

21 

Office  of  Personnel 

55 

57 

54 

Office  of  Trainin*:  and  llit^her  Education 

4U 

36 

20 

Center  for  Mana);emem  Deselopment 

H 

7 

7 

Assistant  Administrator  for  Polics,  Planning,  and  International  Aviation 

211 

19 

18 

Office  of  Asialion  Polics,  Plans  t.>^  Maiia;:enient  Analvsis 

li 

71 

69 

Ottlce  of  En\  ironnient  and  lLiier)>s 

JS 

36 

34 

Office  of  Internatiimal  As  iation 

2'J 

27 

26 

Europe,  Africa,  and  Middle  East  Office 

61 

72 

70 

Evecutise  Director  for  Sssicm  Operatiims 

') 

8 

8 

Associate  Administrator  for  Air  Traffic 

7 

8 

8 

Air  Traffic  Plans  and  Requirements  Service 

93 

94 

94 

Office  of  Air  Traffic  Pnt'^ram  Mana«^ement 

70 

74 

74 

Air  Traffic  Rules  and  Procedures  Sen  ice 

K2 

93 

93 

Office  of  Ail   1  rathe  Sssiem  Etlecliseness 

47 

60 

60 

Office  of  Air  Traffic  Ssslem  Manai;emenl 

2(HI 

218 

218 

Associate  Administrator  for  Asialion  Standards 

4N 

46 

44 

Office  of  Accident  Investi^^ation 

20 

24 

24 

Office  of  As  iation  Medicine 

3S7 

366 

351 

Office  of  Asiatitm  Sssiem  Standards 

')$') 

905 

865 

Associate  Administrator  lor  Ainvas  Facilities 

lot 

49 

46 

NAS  Transition  and  Implementaiion  Sen  ice 

66 

35 

34 

Operational  Support  Senice 

19 

23 

22 

Resource  Mana;;emerit  Senice 

0 

89 

86 

NAS  Operations  Senice 

0 

62 

60 

Spectrum  Polics  and  Manajiement  Senice 

0 

23 

22 

Reiiuircmenis  and  Life-Cscle  ManaKemeni  Senice 

0 

103 

100 

Svstems  Maintenance  Senice 

144 

0 

0 

Associate  Administrator  for  Regulation  and  Certificali<m 

16 

15 

14 

Aircraft  Cerlificati(jn  Senice    1/ 

156 

149 

147 

Flight  Standards  Sen  ice     1/ 

444 

440 

433 

Office  of  Ruleniakinj; 

30 

30 

29 

Office  of  Ss stem  Cajiacilv  and  Rvi^uirenienls 

16 

16 

16 

REGIONAL  OFFICES: 

New  England 

2164 

2070 

2025 

Eastern 

5648 

5493 

5380 

Southern 

8748 

8406 

8340 

Soulhsvcsl 

5842 

5643 

5526 

Great  Lakes 

7076 

6844 

6701 

Cenlral 

2825 

2816 

2->«4 

Northsvcsl  Mountain 

4586 

4493 

4373 

Wcslcrn-Pacinc 

6i8i 

;!')7S 

im 

I 

« 

f 

! 

I 
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i-AA  i)isikiijiiii()noi"iui,i.hmi;i'i:kmani:ni  I'OsrioNS 

0I'I;KA  I  IONS  AI'PROI'RIA  I  ION  (OIKICI ) 


Ahiskun 

1642 

I5ft3 

1524 

Miki'  MiinroiK-v  Ai-riiniiulkul  (Vnlcr 

2IIS-J 

21)17 

IHW 

Kxi-iulivi-  Dirct'liir  fiir  .Sv>ili'ni  Ui'vcliipnu-nl 

15 

14 

13 

AsMuiuU'  Adiniiiivlrulor  I'lir  NAS  l>c\'cl»|inu'iil 

2-1 

24 

23 

l*r»tiram  M;iti;i|;i'r  fur  Athuiu'cd  AuIonuilMm 

7 

7 

7 

PriH^rjiii  Oirctttir  for  Aulttnuilioii 

V. 

5ft 

55 

Pro^^rani  Dirccliir  for  ('oiiintuniiiitiiim 

2ft 

2') 

28 

Pnijiruni  Dirt'clor  for  Na\i{;iilion  uihI  l,:intlin^ 

ii 

33 

a 

I'rojjruni  Uirciliir  for  Suni-illuiuc 

■lU 

4U 

3') 

I'roj-rani  Diriilor  for  Wialhi-r  und  Kliulil  Stniic  Svtli'nit 

22 

22 

22 

A^voi'iale  Adniinivtrator  for  Systi'in  Kii|»iiiccrin^  und  Dcwlnpmcnl 

IS 

17 

Ift 

Kacilily  Sy\li'm  Kiif;iiu*crin|;  St-r^ici" 

5 

ft 

ft 

NAS  Projjram  Maiia^ciiK-nl  Scnitc 

') 

'} 

') 

INAS  Syslcm  Kn^inecriii(;  Sl'r^k■t' 

K 

'J 

'J 

0|>craliini\  Research  Service 

-1 

4 

4 

Ki'si-arih  uiid  Dc\ilo|>mcnl  Scniic 

7 

4 

4 

A%Noi-ia(L'  Adniiiiislralor  fiH'  Contraiiin^  «Sc  Quality  Assurance 

113 

Ift3 

145 

KAA  Technical  C'cnicr 

ft26 

ft7ft 

ft5U 

K\ccu(i\c  Dircclor  for  Ac(|ulsilion  and  Safch  Oi'crsi(>ht 

l-l 

13 

12 

Associalc  Adininislralor  for  Asialion  Safcls 

IS 

15 

14 

Office  of  Inle«iraled  Safels  AnaKsis 

■II 

41 

39 

Office  of  Safets  Inforniaiioii  and  Promotion 

15 

15 

15 

Office  of  Act|uisilion  Policy  and  0\ersij|hl 

M 

13 

12 

Ollice  of  Independent  Operational  lest  and  Etaluulion  Ovcrsit>hl 

in 

>) 

9 

TOTAL 


52,251 


50.x  13 


4V.541 


1/lncludrs  potiliiins  prcvUiusly  reported  under  OfTlcc  iir  Aviation  System  Standards. 


DISTRIBUTION  OPERATIONS  POSITIONS  BY  ACTIVITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  showing  position  levels  by  op- 
erations budget  activity,  shown  on  page  584  of  last  year's  hearing 
record,  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1993  through  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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n  I.I^U.MH  l»HKM  \M:M  KKITIONS  -  ()I»KKATH).NS  AIM'IU>I*KIAI  ION 


Air  IralTK' 
NAN  |j*i;l<ilii-5( 
SyNti'ins  Muiiilciiuiu'v 
Atitilion  Ut'Uiihilioii  «S:  (Vi'liriciilittii 
AtialiiHi  SiuiHlunK 
Ci^il  Avi;iii<(ii  StHurily 
\\S  l)i*\ii!li  <^  M:illJi!t'iiit-|ll 
Aii-|Htrts 

l)ii(-t-tiiiii,  NtiifT^Ki  SupfHti  I 
lliiniaii  Ki'Miurct*  M;iii;it:rnH'iit 
lli-iiiliju^ilt'i'x  Adiiiiiiisli'UtMMi 
ti>liil 


Hscal  Year 

Kitcal  Year 

Kl\t'al 

yrar  1 

Vf>4~<  'oiii£rt>v\iiHtul 

1W4(  id.  of 
l-iscal  \var 

lVU5<'ol.  of 

1W4 

Kiscal  Year 

^^  iwj 

^^ 

IVV4 

Approved 

1W5 

1W5 

Approved 

l<< 

•||Ut'Sl 

liy  ( 'tiiii'rt's.s 
26,756 

<  ^otiurcvsionai 
26,756 

( 'ongrrvsional 

27,J8r. 

2f.,75r. 

26,343 

1,3HV 

1,323 

1,323 

1,37(1 

l,2N5 

lO.WI 

l(t,57y 

10,57y 

10,454 

10,104 

5,420 

5,34K 

5,34K 

5,350 

5,264 

I.-I14 

1,346 

1,346 

1,341 

l,2K4 

l.llil 

W7 

W7 

<W7 

!»7I 

52!* 

52y 

52"J 

MM 

557 

5511 

522 

522 

522 

522 

l.-li-l 

1,434 

1,434 

1,444 

1361 

I.SJi 

1,457 

1.457 

1,445 

1.331 

574 

574 

522 

546 

519 

52,251 


50,1(65 


50,1113 


50,X13 


49,541 
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POSITIONS  AND  EMPLOYMENT  SUMMARY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  positions  and  emplo3mient 
shown  on  pages  584-585  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 


"**»«:  3«r. 
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EMPLOYEES  BY  GS  GRADE  LEVEL 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table,  similar  in  format  to  that 
found  on  page  585  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  which  shows  the 
number  of  employees  at  each  GS  grade  level  for  fiscal  years  1993 
through  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 


Fiscal  year- 


Grade 


1993 
Actual 


GS/GM-15 
GS/GM-14 
GS/GM-13 
GS-12 
6S-11 
GS-10 
GS-9 
GS-8 
GS-7 
GS-6 
GS-5 
GS-4 
GS-3 
GS-2 
Total 


1994 
Estimate 


3.441 

3,370 

12,813 

12,548 

8,337 

8,164 

10,455 

10,238 

4,833 

4,733 

1,320 

1,293 

2,060 

2,017 

175 

171 

2,036 

1,994 

1,199 

1,174 

1,107 

1,084 

272 

266 

33 

32 

12 

12 

1995 
Estimate 


48,093 


47,096 


3,299 

11,978 

7,992 

10,327 

4,633 

1,266 

1,974 

167 

1,952 

1,149 

1,061 

260 

31 

12 

46.101 
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WORKLOAD  INDICATORS  AND  INDUSTRY  TRENDS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  workload  indicators  shown 
on  page  586  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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WORKLOAD  INDICATORS  AND  INDUSTRY  TRENDS 


Fiscal  Year 


1992 


1993 


1994 


1 995 


ForrcasI  Made  in  March  1990: 

Domestic  Aviation  Fuel  Consumption  (Billions  of  Gallons) 

Revenue  Passenger-Miles  (Billions)  I 

General  Aviation  Hours  Flown  (Millions) 

IFR  Alrcmn  Handled  (Millions) 

Total  Operations  at  /Virporls  with  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 

Instrument  Operations  Handled  by  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 
Forecast  Made  in  February  1991; 

Domestic  Aviation  Fuel  Consumption  (Billions  of  Gallons) 

Revenue  Passengcr-Milcs  (Billions)  1 

General  Aviation  Hours  Flown  (Millions) 

IFR  Aircran  Handled  (Millions) 

Total  Operations  at  Airports  with  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 

Instrument  Operations  Handled  by  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 
Forecast  Made  in  February  1992: 

Domestic  Aviation  Fuel  Consumption  (Billions  of  Gallons) 

Revenue  Passenger-Miles  (Billions)  I 

General  Aviation  Houis  Flown  (Millions) 

IFR  Aircran  Handled  (Millions) 

Total  Operations  at  Airports  with  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 

Instrument  Operations  Handled  by  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 
Forecast  Made  in  February  1993: 

Domestic  Aviation  Fuel  Consumption  (Billions  of  Gallons) 

Revenue  Passenger-Miles  (Billions)  I 

General  Aviation  Hours  Flown  (Millions)  r 

IFR  Aircraft  Handled  (Millions) 

Total  Operations  at  Airports  with  FAA  Toweis  (MllHons) 

Instrument  Operations  Handled  by  FAA  Towers  (Mlllioiis) 
Forecast  Made  in  March  1994: 

Domestic  Aviation  Fuel  Consumption  (Billions  of  Gallons) 

Revenue  Passenger-Miles  (Billions)  1 

General  Aviation  Hours  Flown  (Millions)  r 

IFR  Aircraft  Handled  (MilUons) 

Total  Operations  at  Airports  wilh  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 

Instrument  Operations  Handled  by  FAA  Towers  (Millions) 


14.6 

15.0 

15.4 

15.7 

S09.S 

532.7 

561.3 

S90.2 

35.2 

35.5 

36.2 

37.0 

40.1 

41.0 

41.9 

42.8 

66.5 

67.7 

69.4 

70.9 

49.6 

50.8 

52.2 

53.4 

14.3 

14.8 

15.2 

15.4 

488.3 

515.5 

542.8 

576.1 

36.3 

36.9 

37.2 

37.9 

39.6 

40.6 

41.5 

42.7 

65.9 

67.3 

68.9 

70.7 

48.9 

50.1 

51.4 

52.9 

12.9 

13.4 

13.8 

14.3 

479.2 

506.8 

534.4 

561.5 

35.6 

36.2 

36.7 

37.0 

37.3 

38.3 

39.4 

40.3 

62.4 

64.0 

65J 

67.3 

46.1 

47.4 

48.8 

50.1 

Actual  2 

12.5 

12.7 

13.2 

13.7 

480.8 

501.7 

533.1 

563.8 

29.9 

30.1 

30.6 

31.3 

36.7 

37.5 

38.4 

39.3 

61.5 

62.5 

64.1 

65.6 

45.6 

46.4 

47.6 

48.9 

Actual 

Actual  2 

12.S 

12.7 

12.8 

13.2 

481.1 

488.2 

507.6 

534.1 

27.4 

25.8 

26.1 

26.3 

36.7 

37.5 

37.9 

38.6 

61.5 

60.1 

60.9 

61.8 

45.6 

45.7 

46.2 

47.0 

1  Total  System,  Domestic  Plus  International  Scheduled  Revenue  Passenger-Miles 

2  Preliminary 
r  Revised 
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ADVISORY  COMMITTEES 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  information  on  FAA's  advisory  com- 
mittees shown  on  pages  586-587  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  and 
indicate  any  which  were  deleted  in  fiscal  year  1994  pursuant  to  Ex- 
ecutive Order. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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AVIATION  ACCIDE^^^  AND  FATALITY  RATES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  tables  contained  on  pages  588-595 
of  last  year's  hearing  record  showing  a  chronological  history  of 
aviation  accident  and  fatality  rates. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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TABLE  1 

ACCIDENTS,  FATALITIES,  AND  RATES 

AIR  CARRIERS  AND  GENERAL  AVIATION 

1993  (PREUMINARY  DATA) 


Accident  Races 


?er  100,000      Per  100,000 
Accidents     Fatalities  Aircraft  Hours    Departures 

Total   Fatal    Total  Aboard  Hours  Flown   Departures   Total    Fatal    Total   Fatal 


Air  Carriers  Ooerating 
Under  14  CFR  121 


ScMeduled  22  1  1  0  11,900,000  7,732,000  0.193  0.008  0.297   0.013 

Nor.scnecijled  0  0  0  0  62-1,000  312,000  0  0  0      0 

Air  Carriers  Ocerat:..:q 

uncer  i<  era  ::; 

Scr^eeulea  16  4  2-;  23  2,369,000  3.m,0C0  0.67=  0.169  0.509   0.127 

Nonsc^eculec  '71  19  A2  42  2,100,000  n/a  3.38  0. 90  n/a     n/a 

Gereral  Avlaticr.  -  2022  385  715  712  23,000,000  n/a  8.79  1.67  n/a     n/a 


J.S,  Civil  Aviaticr.  •  2131     4C9     782      777 


re  i^r.  Sec:  s:er«c 


regisierec  A.rtra 

Acc.ce-is  .-  z.-.e 


Exposure  zzza   estirsie  sc>;rce:   feceral  Avlacior.  Acr.ir.istrat  lor  (FA.-.). 

AccLcer.-s  mvclvi-t;  U.S.  regiscerec  civil  aircraft  not  operated  jncer  14  CTS  121  or  14  CTH.   135. 

Accicer.zs  arc  ia-aliiies  '.-    t.-.e  categories  ac  not  necessarily  suit  lo  t?ie  figures  ir.  'J.S.  Civil  Aviation. 
D.  ffere.-.ces  are  c^e  1 1  cc. .  isicr.s  irvoivi.ig  aircraft  in  aif  f  erer.t  categories . 

Data  Tioz    availacle. 
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TABLE  2 

ACCIDENTS.  FATALITIES.  AND  RATES 

U.S.  AIR  CARRIERS  OPEMTHC  OIDER  14  CFR  121 

ALL  SCMEOULEO  AMD  HONSCHEDULEO  SERVICE 

lAIRUKES  •) 

1982  -  1M3 


Accident  RacesC 


Par  Million 
Aircraft  Mllei 


Per  100,000 
Aircraft  Hours 


?er  100,000 
Departures 


Tear  Total  ratal  Total 


1962 

20 

235 

223 

1983 

24 

^c 

14 

19e« 

17 

4 

4 

1985 

22 

526 

525 

1986 

24 

e 

7 

1987 

36 

232 

229 

1988 

29 

285 

274 

1989 

28 

11 

278 

276 

1990 

24 

39 

12 

1991 

26 

62 

49 

1992 

18 

33 

31 

1993P 

22 

1 

1 

0 

Aircraft 
Riles  riown* 


2,938,513,000 
3,369,318,000 
3,428,063,000 
3.631,317.000 
4.017.626,000 
4,360.521,000 
4.503,426,000 
4,605,383,000 
4, 970.387,000 
4,350,850.000 
5,087,723,000 
5,147,;CC.3:C 


Aircraft 
Hours  Flown! 


7.040,325 
7,298,799 
8,165,124 
8,709,894 
9,976,104 
10,645,192 
11,140.548 
11.274.543 
12. 150. 116 
11.900.323 
12.495.667 
12.524.30C 


Departures! 

S.3S1.133 
5,444,374 
5,898.852 

6.306,759 
7,202,027 
7.601,373 
7,716,061 
7,645,494 
8,224,902 
7.985,630 
9,080,791 
8,344,000 


Total    Fatal    Total    Fatal    Total   Fatal 


0.0065 
0.0078 
0.0050 
0.0061 
0.0057 
0.0080 
0.0062 
0.3061 
0.3048 
0.0054 
0.3035 
3.3045 


0.3C14 
0.3013 
0.0003 
0.3019 
0.0005 
0.3009 
0.30C4 
0.3024 
0.3012 
3.0008 
0.3008 
3.3002 


0.270 
0.329 
0.208 
0.253 
0.231 
0.329 
0.251 
0.248 
0.198 
3.218 
0.144 
0.184 


0.057 
0.055 
0.312 
0.380 
0.020 
0.338 
0.018 
0.398 
0.349 
0.334 
0.332 
3.308 


0.355 
0.441 
0.288 
0.349 
0.319 
0.46C 
3.363 
3.366 
0.292 
0.326 
3.223 

3.;e6 


075 
373 
017 
111 
028 
353 
026 
144 
373 
350 
350 
312 


Preiiair.ary  :ata. 

Induces  acclaerts   involving  -ierequlatec   all   cargo   air  carriers  ana   coriaierical   oceratsrs  of   large  aircraft   w.-er  t.-.cse 
accitlents  3c:-rrec  Curing  14   C"S   121   operations. 

Source  of  esti:tata:    FAA. 

The   fatality  total    includes  t!te   12  persons   itilleo   aooaro   a  Skywest   ce=uter  aircraft   and  the   22  persons 
killed  acsarc  t.^.e  'JSAlr  airliner  Mr.en  ine  two  aircraft   collided. 

The   followir.g  suicice/saootage  cases  are   Ip.ciuoes   ir.  "Accidents"  and  "rataiities"  dut  not   in  "Accident  Rates": 

Fatalities 

Dace  Location  Operator  Total       Aboard 

a/ll/S2        Honolulu,    h:  ?an  Acericar.  1  I 

4/C2/;€       Sear  Atnens,   Sreece       Trans  World  4  4 

12/07/87        San   Luis  SSiSso,    :A        ?aciflc  Sout.-iwest  43  43 

12/21/88        Z-ocxerDle,    Scst.ane        ?an  Ajserican  270  259 
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TABLE  3 

HCCIDENTS.    r»TM.mES,    AMD   RATES 

D.S.    AIR  CARRIERS  OPCRATINC   ONCER   14   crR    121 

AU  SCHEOOLED   SERVICE 

(AIRLINES    •! 

1962   -   1993 


Accidenc   R4Ce50 


Year 

ACCl 

Total 

16 

dents 

ratal 

FaciUtles 
Total       Aboard 

234             222 

Aire 
Miles 

raft 

riown* 

Aircraft 
Hours  riownl 

6,697,770 

Departures* 
5.162,346 

Per 

Aire: 

Total 
0.0053 

•union 
■alt  Miles 

.-atal 
0.0011 

Per 

Aire 

Total 
0.224 

00,000 
-aft   Hours 

ratal 

3.045 

Per 

Dec 

Total 
0.291 

100,000 
artures 

ratal 

19S2 

2,306 

883,000 

0.358 

1993 

22 

1  c 

14 

2,920. 

309,  OQC 

6.914,969 

S.235.262 

0.307S 

0.00X4 

0.318 

0.358 

3.420 

0.376 

1984 

13 

4 

4 

3,258, 

910,000 

7,736.337 

5.666,076 

0.0040 

0.3003 

0.168 

3.313 

0.229 

3.018 

198S 

n 

197 

196 

3,452 

753,300 

8,265.332 

6.068.893 

0.0049 

0.3012 

0.206 

0.348 

0.28C 

3.066 

1986 

21 

3 

4 

3,829 

129,000 

9.495.158 

6,928.103 

0.3052 

0.0003 

3.211 

0.311 

o.;e9 

0.014 

1987 

32 

231 

229 

4,  12  = 

1-4,000 

10.115.407 

7,293.325 

0.3075 

0.0007 

0.306 

3.030 

0.42: 

3.341 

1988 

28 

285 

274 

4,260 

785,000 

10.521.052 

7,347,575 

0.0063 

0.3005 

0.257 

3.019 

0.367 

3.027 

1989 

2< 

131 

13C 

4,339 

:3i,ooo 

10.597,922 

7,269.094 

0.3055 

0.3018 

0.226 

0.075 

3.330 

0.110 

1990 

22 

39 

12 

4,712 

155,000 

11.524,726 

7,931.25  6 

0.0047 

0.3013 

0.191 

3.  052 

3.:-- 

:.:76 

1991 

25 

62 

49 

4,  =83 

7i8,;:c 

11,2=3,866 

7,675.489 

0.0055 

'0.300  9 

0.222 

3.036 

3.326 

0.052 

1992 

16 

33 

31 

4,816 

:7=.:cc 

11,366,213 

7,719.715 

0.3033 

0.3008 

O.IJS 

3.334 

3.207 

0.052 

1993?      23 

; 

\ 

3 

4,885 

o::.o:c 

11,900,300 

7.722.000 

0.0047 

:.0C02 

0.153 

:.30! 

1.2?" 

:.:i3 

?        ?relir^lr.ary  caza.  -^ 

ir.cljces  acc:cer.ts   ir.voivir?  aeregulates  »-^   sar;c  air  cam«r»  anc   ccs:;aerica;   aseraicrs  aJ   lar;e  HTznii   •re:-   -.-rse 

•       The   ZiZii'.zy  tota:    Includes  i*e   '.2   sersc-s  ■<lUec  acoara  a  Skywas:   c=ut«r  «i£cr*fci   ar.a  ^r.e   2^   =«rscrs 
i(::i«c  acoaro  the  USAir  airlir.er   -r.e-   -r.s   -.•*c   aircraft   cslllfiee,  "Jk^ 

S        The   fcliowing  suicice/sacota^e   esses   are    i-c:-=e3    ir.   -Acciae::t»-  anC  V-atailtles-  Sut   r.ot    Ir.   •Acriser-.:    Rates": 


Dace  Location  Operator 

9/'-l/82  Honoijlu,    h;  Par.  A-T-erlcan  '. 

4/02/9€  Near  Atr^er.s,    Greece  Trans  Wcrlfi  4 

12/07/87  Sar.   IjIs  Ofc;s=3,    CA  Pscillr  Sout.-.west  43 

12/21/88  Loc(cer=:e,    Scstlar-.c  lar.  Ar.ericar.  2" 


Fatalities 
Tstal       AKoar: 


43 
2*9 
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TABLE    4 

ACCIDENTS.     FATALITIES.    AND    SATES 

U.S.    AIR   CARRIERS   OPERATING   UNDER    14    CFR    121 

ALL   NONSCHEDULED    SERVICE 

(AIRLINES    •) 

1982    -    1993 


Accident   Races 


Acci;:ents 


fatalities 

Aircraft 

?tj  1        Aboarc       Miles    Tlown* 


Per  Million 
Aircraft   Miles 


Per    100, OOC 
Aircraft    Hours 


Per    100,000 
Departures 


131, 6:s 
1<3.-;C9 
169.153 
1-8, ;6s 
1S6.4  9-; 

:;", 9:s 

;6". 131 

1':,  i<s 

3^3, 333 

30C 
3CC 
JCO 

Aircraf: 
.^ours   riownl       3epaiX'jres# 


3^3,553 
383,330 
439, 3ST 

■m,;6; 

J80, ^46 
r39, "85 
619,496 

6T6, 631 


390 


0304 

0 

0076 

16S 

0 

ISB 

787 

0 

392 

209 

112 

0 

0135 

0 

OOOC 

0 

521 

0 

300 

332 

776 

0 

0236 

0 

0000 

0 

93  2 

0 

300 

337 

J66 

0 

0380 

0 

0168 

1 

135 

0 

6-5 

373 

93« 

0 

0159 

0 

0053 

0 

624 

3 

308 

306 

348 

0 

01-0 

0 

0043 

0 

-55 

0 

1S9 

363 

486 

0 

0041 

0 

OOOC 

0 

161 

0 

000 

376 

40C 

0 

315C 

0 

3113 

0 

591 

3 

443 

393 

646 

0 

3078 

0 

3000 

0 

320 

0 

3C0 

310 

141 

3 

3037 

= 

OCOC 

0 

155 

0 

303 

361 

3-6 

0 

3074 

0 

OOOC 

0 

31S 

3 

occ 

313 

3CC 

0 

OOOC 

0 

oocc 

0 

30  = 

C 

300 

119 

0 

530 

95  6 

0 

OCO 

718 

0 

3CS 

102 

1 

361 

095 

0 

365 

397 

0 

324 

371 

0 

000 

063 

0 

-97 

68 1 

0 

300 

332 

0 

000 

554 

0 

OOC 

333 

0 

OCC 

tamers   ar. 


.ar;e    aircr^ 
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TABLE   5 

ACCIDENTS,    -ATAUTIES.    AND   RATES 

a.S.   AIR  CARRIERS   OPERATING  tJllDER   H    CFR    135 

ALL   SCMEOtlLED   SERVICE 

(CCKMUTER    AIR  CARRIERS    'I 

1982    -   1993 


Accident   Rates9 


Acc: 

zents 

rata. 

Ities 

Alrcrii-- 
Klles  riQwr.# 

Aircraft 

Hours  riownf 

Depart uresl 

?er  Million 
Aircraft  Miles 

Per  100 
Aircral 

,000 
t  .Hours 

Per 

Oep 

Total 

100.300 
artures 

■;«ar 

roca. 

raiai 

To^ai 

ACoars 

Total 

Fatal 

Total 

ratal 

ratal 

•.982 

26 

■ 

14 

.4 

222.2S:.00C 

1.299.748 

2,326,691 

0.117 

0.022 

2.000 

0.385 

1.283 

0.247 

138; 

17 

2 

11 

1  = 

253.;72.30C 

1.510.308 

2,328,430 

0.067 

0.003 

1.125 

0.132 

3.730 

0.086 

198< 

22 

7 

48 

46 

291.460.00C 

•..7«5.762 

2,676.590 

0.075 

0.024 

1.260 

0.401 

0.322 

0.262 

i9t; 

21 

7 

i- 

26 

3CC. 317.000 

1,737,106 

2.361,463 

3.070 

0.323 

1.209 

0.403 

0.920 

0.273 

1996 

15 

2 

i 

4 

307, 353. 000 

1,724.526 

2,798.811 

3.049 

0.307 

0.870 

3.116 

0.536 

0.071 

1587 

12 

i: 

59 

=  7 

331. .375. 000 

1.  346.345 

2,809,318 

0.091 

0.028 

1.544 

0.514 

1.139 

0.356 

1988 

19 

2 

21 

Z- 

38C.237.00; 

2,092.695 

2.309.00S 

0.050 

0.305 

0.308 

0.096 

0.653 

0.069 

1985 

16 

i 

11 

^* 

333. £15.000 

2.240,555 

2,818,520 

0.046 

0.313 

0.303 

0.223 

0.639 

0.177 

1951 

IS 

i 

i 

i 

430.067,000 

2,336.352 

3,159,763 

0.033 

0.007 

0.542 

0.128 

0.475 

0.395 

1951 

22 

3 

35 

" 

381. 4  64. 000 

2.171.067 

2,647,876 

0.053 

■  0.321 

1.313 

0.363 

0.331 

0.302 

1352 

2J 

7 

21 

1 ', 

442.  107, OOC 

2.131.350 

2,911.163 

0.350 

0.316 

1.009 

0.321 

3.756 

0.240 

1552? 

■_^ 

A 

:< 

- 

483.:oo.o:: 

2,365, :;-, 

3,144.000 

0.333 

0.  J08 

0.67; 

0.165 

0.5:3 

0.127 

?    r 

z^.r 

.  -.  5  r  / 

'i-i. 

ss   »r=  5ssB^   -,-    a.,   ac 


■.1    •.'Zi.z.tr.^   sere   ..'-.■.' 
:e    -a=e    ,3    .-=..:ea 


Sivi-^  22»ritcr5  no"    resorting  traffic  data   \o   .^S?A. 

.r.   '«c:i=er.t3"   =-t   -st    ..-.   "Accicer.t   tUtes-; 
"ata,:ii.es 

Tcta.        Aboarc 
.-.es  :  0 


jr.er.    -r.^ise   accicer.is    sccjrrec   aurir.g    scheiuiea    '.'• 
«   =£?A  z'ii:-::.-zr.    !or   'Coruiititers' . 
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TABLE  6 
ACCIDENTS,  FATALITIES,  AND  RATES 
U.S.    AIR  CARRIERS  OPERATING  UNDER  1*    CFR  135 
NONSCHEDULED  OPERATIONS 
(ON-OEMAND  AIR  TAXIS) 
1982  -  1993 


Accidmc  Races 
Per  100,000 


Accidents 

Fatalities 

Aircraft 
Hours  Flown* 

Aircraft 

Hours 

Year 

Total 

Fatal 

Total 

Aboard 

Total 

Fatal 

1982 

132 

31 

72 

72 

3,008,000 

4.39 

1.03 

1983 

141 

27 

62 

57 

2,378,000 

5.93 

1.14 

1984 

146 

23 

52 

52 

2,843,000 

5.14 

0.81 

198S 

134 

35 

76 

75 

2,570,000 

5.99 

1.36 

1986 

117 

31 

65 

61 

2,690,000 

4.35 

1.15 

1987 

97 

30 

65 

63 

2,657,000 

3.65 

1.13 

1968 

101 

28 

59 

55 

2,632,000 

3.84 

1.06 

1989 

111 

25 

83 

81 

3,020,000 

3.68 

0.83 

1990 

106 

28 

50 

48 

2,249.000 

4.71 

1.24 

1991 

87 

27 

70 

66 

2,241,000 

3.88 

1.20 

1992 

76 

24 

70 

67 

2,009,000 

3.78 

1.19 

1993P 

71 

:9 

42 

42 

2,100,000 

3.38 

0.90 

Preilninary  oaca. 

Source  3f  escinace:  TAA.  Kours  flowr  !cr  c^e  years  1982  through  1991  ^ave 
beer,   revisec  zo    reflect  cne  resu-^s  ci  Tnn' s   General  Avia"ior.  Activity  ana 
Avionics  Mor.-resco.noenc  Survey. 
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TABLE  7 
ACCIDENTS,  FATALITIES,  AMD  RATES 
U.S.  SENERAL  AVIATION  • 
1982  -  1993 


.  Accidents 

Fatalities 

Aircraft 
Hours  Flow 

Year 

Tocal 

ratal 

Total 

Aboard 

1982 

3233 

591 

1187 

1170 

29,640,000 

1983 

3077 

556 

1069 

1062 

28,673,000 

198< 

3016 

S4S 

1042 

1021 

29,099,000 

198S 

2738 

498 

95  S 

944 

28,322,000 

1986 

2S82 

474 

967 

878 

27,073,000 

1987 

2494 

447 

838 

323 

26,972,000 

1988 

2386 

460 

800 

792 

27,446,000 

1989 

223C 

431 

768 

765 

27,920,000 

1990 

2214 

442 

766 

761 

28,510,000 

1991 

2170 

431 

781 

767 

27,226,000 

1992 

2074 

447 

862 

860 

23,792,000 

1993 

2022 

385 

715 

712 

23,000,000 

?   Pre 

linir.ary 

data. 

Accident  Rates8 
Fer  100,000 
Aircraft  Hours 


Total 

Fatal 

10.90 

1.99 

10.73 

1.94 

10.35 

1.87 

1.75 

1.75 

1.65 

1.68 

1.53 

1.55 

1.58 

■  .87 

1.67 

Source  of  estimate:  TAA.  Hours  flcwr.  for  the  years  1982  tRrou;.".  1991  Save 
beer,  revises  no  reflect  tr.e  results  of  FAA' s  Cer.erai  Aviation  Activity  and 
Avionics  "cr.-resporcent  Sur'/ey. 

U.S.  registereo  civil  aircraft  not  operated  ur.oer  14  CFR  121  or  14  CFR  135. 

Suicide  anc  sacotaqe  accidents  excluoeo  from  rates  as  follows: 

Total  -  1982  (3),  1933  (1),  1984  (3),  1985  (3),  1987  (1),  1988  (1),  1989  (5), 

1990  <1!,  1991  (3),  1992  (1) 
Fatal  -  1984  (2),  1985  (21,  1987  (1),  1989  (41, 

1991  (2),  1992  (1) 
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TABLE   8 

FATAL  ACCIDENTS   AND   FATALITIES 

U.S.    AIR   CARRIERS   OPERATINC  OHDER    14    CFR    121 

ALL    SCHEOOLES   SERVICE 

(AIRLINES! 

1993    (PRELIHtNARY  DATA) 


Fatalities 


Date       Location         Operator  Service       Aircraft  Psqr     Cre**     Other     Total     Aboard     Reported  Type  of  Accident 

4/4        Chicago,  IL      Simmons   Airlines.       Psgr  ATR    42-300  0  0  1  1  48      Ground    crewnemDer   strucK 

dba;    American   Eagle  oy  propeller 


TABLE  1 

FATAL  ACCIDEKTS  AND   FATALITIES 

0.3.    AIR  CARRIERS   OPE?J\T:»C  UNDER    14   CFR    135 

ALL   SCHEDULED   SERVICE 

(CO.-.VUTER   AIR   CARRIERS) 

1993     (PRELIXI.VART   DATA! 

Fatalities 
Date        Location         Operator  Service       Aircraft  ?sgr     Crew     Otner     Total     Aboard     Recortec  Type  of  Accident 


4/3        Sc.Te.i'^  Ryan  Air  Service        Psgr  Cess.-.a   2C"  1  1  0  2  2     Crasnec   into   flat   terrai.-. 

snortiy  after  taiceoff 

7/::      Las   Vegas,      Air   Nevaoa  psqr  Cessna    4C2-C        2  10  3  3      Lost    control    ano   crasneC 

NV  Airlines  while   returning   to  airport 

for  a  precact icnary  lancing 

11/=     Newar<..'<J       Northeast   E-xcress      ?sgr  Faircniia  0  0  1  I  15     Grouno  crewireitoer  struck 

Airlines,        '  SA  22'7-AC  by  propeiler 

dba:   Nortnwest 
Alriin* 

12/1     Hiabing,«:     Express  Airlines       ?scr  BAe  3101  16  2  0  IS  18     crashec  3  ulies  snort  of 

II.    dba:   Northwest  airport   during  approach 

Alrllnit 
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OPERATIONS  TRAVEL  COST  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  travel  cost  data  included  on  page 
596  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years 
1993  through  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

TRAVEL  AND  TRANSPORTATION  OF  THINGS— OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year — 
1993  actual  1994  estimate  1995  estimate 

Training  travel 32,085               36,390  32,770 

Job  performance  travel  55,522              49,995  45,381 

Other  travel 15,562                7,203  4,544 

Transportation  of  things 21,704 17,323  '  19,363 

Total  124,873  110,911  102,058 

■The  increase  in  Transportation  of  things  from  FY  1994  to  FY  1995  Is  due  to  increases  for  PCS  moves  and  NAS  support. 

OPERATIONS — OTHER  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  your  fiscal  year  1995 
"other  services"  request,  similar  in  format  to  that  shown  on  pages 
597-598  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  including  the  comparable 
amounts  for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OTHER  SERVICES  -  OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 
(Amounts  in  Thousands) 


FY  1993 
Actual 


FY  1994 

Estimate 


FY  1995 
Estimate 


A-76  conlraclual  services 

838 

754 

732 

AAC  -  engineering  design  and  support 

Accident  prevention  program 

Aeronautical  charting  services 

16,391 

14,800 

12,400 

Aircraft  airworthiness  composite  and  major  repairs 

2,278 

3,880 

3,341 

Aircraft  rental 

3,998 

4,300 

2.351 

Audio  visual  services 

407 

364 

354 

Automated  flight  inspection  system  (APIS) 

2,200 

60 

59 

Automation  support  contract 

36,345 

37,800 

37,877 

Aviation  safet\'  analysis  system  (ASAS) 

Center  weather  services  -  FAA/NOAA 

11,262 

8,142 

8,150 

Contract  maintenance    1/ 

18,686 

22,716 

35,471 

Contract  physicians 

368 

450 

400 

Contractual  data  processing  service 

18,049 

16,621 

15,754 

Contractual  s'udies 

1,670 

895 

775 

Contractual  time-sharmg  teleprocessing  services 

1,641 

1,460 

1,335 

Contractual  Uaining  services 

51,390 

40,440 

32.177 

Efiective  secreurial  services  (ESS) 

622 

379 

380 

Employee  assistance  program  services 

1,389 

1,410 

1,430 

Employee  involvement  program  services 

3,144 

3,145 

2,945 

Federal  law  enforcement  training 

20 

20 

18 

Flighl/nontlight  training 

5,867 

4,746 

3,736 

Flight  standards  district  oft'ice  data  entry  support 

30 

0 

50 

conu-aci 

1,784 

1,836 

1,928 

Flight  training 

8,326 

6,815 

4,668 

General  working  agreement  at  Transportation  Systems  Center 

5,499 

4,169 

4,000 

Janitorial  and  guard  services 

18,338 

23,621 

23.604 

■TDL  contract  for  personal  services  for  clencal  ftjnctions 

2,620 

2,538 

2,430 

Leased  telecommunications  -  Transportation  Support  Center 

9,700 

1 1 .000 

8,600 

Maintenance  of  host  computer 

3.747 

3.747 

3,747 

Maintenance  of  integrated  commumcation  switching  system 

16,300 

14,900 

14,900 

Master  labor  contract  Tokyo 

157 

157 

100 

Medical  clinic  service  for  ARTCC's 

40 

40 

40 

Medical  examinations 

9 

15 

15 

Handbooks 

856 

580 

580 

NAS  supply  support 

16,224 

17,338 

17,962 

Not  otherwise  classified    2/ 

87,684 

81,690 

79,171 

Office  of  automation  technology  &  services  (OATS) 

37 

263 

50 

On-the-job  U-aining  for  flight  inspection  and  procedures 

Operation  of  contract  ATC  towers 

5,237 

9,011 

15,900 

Overhaul  of  aircraft  engines 

2,894 

2,350 

2,660 

Physical  examinations 

1,926 

1,724 

1,725 

Project  SAFE  -  Technical  training  module  development 

631 


Random  drag  lesung 

2,220 

1,580 

0 

AVS-60  support  (aircraB) 

Regional  support  (aircraft) 

Regulatory  analysis 

164 

100 

100 

Repair  and  maintenance  of  ADP  equipment 

7,755 

7.249 

6,850 

Repair/maintenance  administrative,  operating, 

working,  and  test  equipment 

2,394 

1.608 

1.524 

Repair,  maintenance  and  inspection  of  equipment 

0 

0 

0 

and  buildings 

11.579 

11,286 

11,294 

Security  uivestigations 

747 

510 

515 

Societ>  of  automotive  engmeers 

42 

79 

82 

Storage  of  household  effects 

1,500 

748 

2.144 

Substance  abuse  program 

1.245 

102 

105 

Supervisory  idenufication  &  development  program  services 

744 

113 

102 

Technical  Center 

Sector  operations  support  contract 

2,574 

2.537 

2.537 

Other  enginccnng  support 

7,054 

5,200 

5.200 

Traffic  management  system  (CFCF) 

U09 

1,900 

1.900 

USAF  uaining  of  K-9  teams 

Weather  observation  services 

15,018 

12.477 

12,468 

Working  capital  fund 

14,822 

17.069 

26.645 

Total,  Other  Services 


$427,240 


$406,734 


$413,281 


1/ConIract  Maintenance  as  shown  on  the  above  table  does  not  equate  to  contracts  for  maintenance 
of  NAS  systems  and  equipment    While  the  niajority  of  the  amounts  shown  above  on  the  contract 
maintenance  line  are  associated  with  maintenance  of  NAS  s>'stems  and  equipment,  the  amounts 
shoun  on  the  lines  for  'Maintenance  of  host  computer*  and  'Maintenance  of  integrated 
communication  switching  system'  are  also  part  of  maintenance  of  NAS  systems  and  equipment 

2/  This  line  item  includes  miscellaneous  items  not  identified  by  a  deschplive  object  class  code. 
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SOCIETY  OF  AUTOMOTIVE  ENGINEERS 

Mr,  Carr.  What  is  the  $95,000  shown  in  last  year's  "other  serv- 
ices" data,  page  598,  for  the  Society  of  Automotive  Engineers? 
[The  information  follows:] 

This  is  a  grant  between  FAA  and  the  Society  of  Automotive  Engineers  (SAE).  The 
SAE  is  a  not-for-profit  association  which  conducts  an  ongoing  "Cooperative  Engi- 
neering Program"  of  vehicular  research  encompassing  technical  problems  of  design 
production,  application,  operation,  and  safety  of  aeronautics.  The  program  provides 
an  open  technical  forum  for  world  aviation  experts  from  industry,  government,  and 
the  general  public  to  explore  state-of-the-art  aerospace  issues  and  to  develop  rec- 
ommendedvpractices,  which  are  referenced  in  FAA  documents  and  directly  facilitate 
formulation  of  airworthiness  regulations,  technical  orders,  and  guidelines  for  air- 
craft certification. 

INCREASED  COSTS  FOR  WEATHER  OBSERVATION  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  data  page  on  598,  your  costs  for  weather 
observation  services  were  increasing,  from  $13,885,000  in  fiscal 
year  1992  to  $16,498,000  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  $16,933,000  in  fis- 
cal year  1994.  With  the  increased  deployment  of  automated  weath- 
er observation  systems  such  as  AWOS  and  ASOS,  shouldn't  this 
amount  be  coming  down? 

[The  information  follows:] 

ASOS  equipment  has  been  accepted  and  is  operational  at  33  contract  weather  ob- 
servation locations.  However,  until  thunderstorm  detection  capability  and  tele- 
communications circuits  that  are  required  for  commissioning  are  available,  contract 
weather  services  will  be  required. 

FSS  CONSOLIDATION  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  hearing,  you  stated  that  you  would  be 
able  to  handle  the  decrease  of  134  FTE's  in  fiscal  year  1994  despite 
an  anticipated  workload  increase  of  23  percent  through  the  decom- 
missioning of  43  flight  service  stations.  How  many  of  these  43  have 
been  decommissioned  thus  far  in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  what  is  your 
current  estimate  for  decommissionings  by  the  end  of  this  fiscal 
year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Two  flight  service  stations  (FSS)  have  been  decommissioned  thus  far  in  fiscal  year 
1994  (Elizabeth  City,  North  Carolina  and  Tuscaloosa,  Alabama).  Attached  is  the  up- 
dated decommissioning  schedule.  Decommissionings  are  dependent  on  funding  for 
both  permanent  change  of  station  (PCS)  and  contract  weatiier  observation  (CWO) 
services.  Program  is  expected  to  be  completed  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1996. 
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TRANSITION  SCHEDULE  OF  REMAINING  FLIGHT  SERVICE  STATIONS 


STATE 

FACILITY 

TYPE 

DATE 

AFSS 

AL 

Montgomery 

FSS 

5/25/94 

Anniston 

AL 

Mobile 

FSS 

6/8/94 

Anniston 

MS 

Jackson 

FSS 

7/13/94 

Greenwood 

FL 

Jacksonville 

FSS 

7/27/94 

Gainesville 

AK 

Bethel 

FSS 

TBD 

Kenai 

AK 

Gulkana 

FSS 

TBO 

Kenai 

AK 

Tanana 

FSS 

TBD 

Fairbanks 

AL 

Birmingham 

FSS 

TBD 

Anniston 

AL 

Dothan 

FSS 

TBD 

Anniston 

AZ 

Tucson 

FSS 

TBD 

Prescott 

CA 

Bakersfield 

FSS 

TBD 

Riverside 

CA 

Fresno 

FSS 

TBD 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Red  Bluff 

FSS 

TBD 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Sacramento 

FSS 

TBD 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Salinas 

FSS 

TBD 

Oakland 

CA 

Stockton 

FSS 

TBD 

R.  Murieta 

CO 

Eagle 

FSS 

TBD 

Denver 

ID 

Burley 

FSS 

TBD 

Boise 

ID 

Idaho  Falls 

FSS 

TBD 

Boise 

MS 

McComb 

FSS 

TBD 

Greenwood 

MS 

Meridian 

FSS 

TBD 

Greenwood 

MT 

Butte 

FSS 

TBD 

Great  Falls 

NM 

Carlsbad 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Deming 

FSS 

TBO 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Gallup 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Las  Vegas 

FSS 

TBO 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Roswell 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Truth  or  Consq. 

FSS 

TBD 

Abuquerque 

NM 

Tucumcari 

FSS 

TBO 

Albuquerque 

NY 

Elmira 

FSS 

TBD 

Buffalo 

NY 

Utica 

FSS 

TBD 

Buffalo 

SO 

Watertown 

FSS 

TBD 

Huron 

TN 

Tri-City 

FSS 

TBO 

Nashville 

VA 

Newport  News 

FSS 

TBO 

Leesburg 

WA 

Spokane 

FSS 

TBD 

Seatlle 

WA 

Walla  Walla 

FSS 

TBD 

Seattle 

WV 

Bluefield 

FSS 

TBD 

Elkins 

wv 

Martinsburg 

FSS 

TBD 

Elkins 

WV 

Morgantown 

FSS 

TBD 

Elkins 

wv 

Parkersburg 

FSS 

TBO 

Elkins 

WY 

Sheridan 

FSS 

TBO 

Casper 

WY 

Worland 

FSS 

TBD 

Casper 

TBD  =  To  Be  Determined  based  on  required  funding  for  Permanent  Change  of  Station  (PCS),  and  Contract 
Weather  Observation  (CWO)  services,  and  that  there  is  no  furtfier  congressional  language  that  impacts  FSS 
Consolidations  4/26/94 


CONTROLLER  PRODUCTIVITY  PERFORMANCE  MEASURES 

Mr.    Carr.    Please   update   the   controller   productivity   graphs 
shown  on  pages  603-607  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 


635 


t 
t 

CO 


CO 

I 


CO 

a 


U3110UiN03  Hid  SNOIiVUldO 


636 


M 


CO 


CM 


u 


O 
O 


C3 

o 


o 
o 

o 


CO 


JM3  U3d  QBIQNVH  ldVti3UIV 


637 


CO 

o 
co 


o 

ce 


o 
o 


o 
o 


m 


o 
o 


M 

(   • 
f   • 

/I 

/     « 
1     ' 

!  I 


II 


/! 

»    i 

\  \ 


w 

•  I 
<  j 
1 1 


\\ 


o 
o 


o 
o 
n 


o 
o 

CM 


T     « 


CM 

at 


a> 


CO 


CO 


CJ 


o 


CO 

CO      K 


CM 

eo 


a> 


CD 


10 


o 
o 


U3110tliN03  Hid  SiaiAUaS  IHOIU 


638 


CO 


CM 


CO 


O) 


CO 

Q. 

o 
I— 
z 

LU 

s 

h- 
CO 


g 


> 

U 


00 


o  o 
o  o 
r>»        CO 


in 


— t- 1 1— 

o  a  o 

o  a  o 

d  o  d 

o  o  o 

o  o  o 

CO  CM  .— 


u 

CO 


CO 

a. 


I 


n 
K 


o 

a. 


at 
oo 


oo 


dM3  Hid  SNOIlVUSdO 


639 


D. 


CO 
03 


CM 

a> 


at 
eo 


CO 
CO 


CO 


CD 
CO 


CO 


s:    -I 

u 

CO 


CO 


CO 
CO 


CM 
CO 


cc 


at 


CO 


CD 


in 


o  o  o 

o  ^  o 

o  C3  a 

o>  CO  r~~ 


U31lOUiN03  U3c]  Q^IQNVH  idVUOUIV  Udl 


640 


> 

O 


7^      ^ 


(D 
(/) 
(/) 
(0 

Q- 


o 


o 

LL 


Q. 

\r 

< 

en 

O 

c 

CN 

ill 

en 
en 

o6 

^— 

LL 

o 

Q 

CT> 

LU 

N 

h- 

00 

oo 

Ql 

Oi 

O 

^ 

g 

< 

en 

+ 

■"^ 

Q_ 

oo 

en 

< 

en        <D 

o6 

-       > 

LL 

o 
oo 

Q 
LU 

o> 

N 

H 

oo 

a: 

en 

O 

^ 

CD 

< 

Oi 

-|- 

•^ 

h- 

C5 

LJJ 

(3 

a 

1^ 

3 

O) 

CD 

_J 

o 

0^ 

_J 

''" 

LL 

^ 

SJBiiOQ  966 1. 


641 

CONTROLLER  WORK  FORCE  END-OF-YEAR  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr,  Please  update  the  table  showing  controller  work  force 
end  of  year  employment  for  fiscal  years  1991-1995,  similar  in  for- 
mat to  the  data  shown  on  page  609  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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CONTROLLER  WORK  FORCE 
(End  of  Year  Employment) 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

1991 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

1992 

FISCAL 

YEAR 

1993 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

1994 
(Estimate) 

FISCAL 
YEAR 

1995 
(Estimate) 

CENTERS: 

FPL  Controllers 

4,822 

5,181 

5,576 

5,693 

5,654 

Other  Controllers 

1,536 

1,433 

1,320 

1,336 

1,326 

First-line  Supervisors 

856 

866 

808 

748 

728 

Total  Operational  Controllers 

7,214 

7,480 

7,704 

7,777 

7,708 

Developmental  Pipeline 

891 

674 

243 

70 

40 

Center  Controller  Work  Force 

8,105 

8,154 

7,947 

7,847 

7,748 

TOWERS: 

FPL  Controllers 

6,310 

6,813 

6,994 

7,093 

7,031 

Other  Controllers 

1,364 

1,110 

1,178 

1,155 

1,144 

First-line  Supervisors 

1,453 

1,508 

1,416 

1,356 

1,335 

Total  Operational  Controllers 

9,127 

9,431 

9,588 

9,604 

9,510 

Developmental  Pipeline 

489 

397 

153 

72 

42 

Tower  Controller  Work  Force 

9,616 

9,828 

9,741 

9,676 

9,552 

Centers/Towers  Combined: 

FPL  Controllers 

11,132 

11,994 

12,570 

12,680 

12,579 

Other  Controllers 

2,900 

2,543 

2,498 

2,597 

2,576 

First-line  Supervisors 

2,309 

2,374 

2,224 

2,104 

2,063 

Total  Operational  Controllers 

16,341 

16,911 

17,292 

17.381 

17,218 

Developmental  Pipeline 

1.380 

1,071 

396 

142 

82 

Total  Controller  Work  Force 

17,721 

17,982 

17,688 

17,523 

17,300 

643 


AVIATION  ACTIVITY  FORECASTS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  summary  of  the  most  recent  air  traf- 
fic forecast  for  both  domestic  and  international  air  travel,  updating 
the  information  found  on  page  611  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 


644 


(/> 

1- 

co 

in 

< 

o 

O 
lij 

o 

CM 

oc 

1 

O 
u. 

0> 

t: 

(0 

> 

cc 

P 

< 

^ 

UJ 

>- 

Z 

-1 
< 

o 

O 

1- 

CO 

< 

u^ 

5 

< 
P 


m  vol  n  r~ 

9>  go 

r*. 

f^    00 

lol  in 

(^ 

O  n 

Oi 

in 

o 

o 

rl 

■*.  ®. 

in  1^ 

n 

00 

>o  ^" 

>o 

00 

n 

m 

d 

n  -< 

r^  ^ 

m 

-ajm 
r»Jio 

00 

in  CM 

r* 

tN 

ao 

o> 

>» 

W>   OD 

in  .* 

-» 

1^ 
f-l 

lO  m 

00 

d 

•» 

d  d 

r»  in 

•.f 

:3: 

1-1 

-1  o> 

(N 

vO 

r^ 

m 

CI 

lO    CM 

<n  M 

r^ 

d 

f-l 

r^  CO 

d 

CM 

«s 

.» 

m    t-l 

•^   VO]<«    «M 

d  in)  in  >o 

CI    ^ 

pH 

<ej9i 

>o 

« 

» 

^4 

n 

r«  00 

d 

(M   iH 

d 

•H 

i-i 

in 

m  in 

>0  OjO  ^ 

CM  oei|.«  9> 

m  ^ 

-» 

vol  00 

o 

eo  CO 

lO 

o> 

r» 

ye 

<n  rt 

r^ 

d 

m  ^ 

00 

CM 

-» 

m 

CM 

^  -» 

rVi-icMOcM  .^toiO'^ino 

so|OOir«.cM  r*.^o.*in'*» 

oi|cnMCM.»  r>i«JcMino>H 

(^  in  (M|tH       w  oo 


inl .»  CM  ffi  »-  ®  **J 

J  r»  ffi  ^  CN  •*  "-"l 

m)^  f-i  I-I  fM  ^  ml 

in  «n  .-il 


O  lOI  <9  vO  lO  <o 


00  in  p^  in 

10   CM   m    CM 

in 


CM  rjvo  r»  ^ 

^    ^1  fl    rl    i-l 


CM  e>  ^  00 

>»    CM    .«    C> 

lO  CM  in  » 


>O|>0ce\eoe  oe^ajr-ioeincM 

>'  iril  m  in  i»>  n  >«  .al  ih  d  cm  ^ 

i  •9\<-<  t-i  t-i  r^  ^i*il>oeMinoo 


in  in 

O  CM 


in  o> 
lO  ^ 


CM  o 

n  r-l 


m  lO  .» 
so  m 
O  »>  f>» 


lO  p^  .» 

M  CM  00 


<n  ^  OS 

lO  in  . 

«  -J  O 

.  .  a 

^  CM  <H 


lO  9> 
lO  00 


I-  >o" 


KHootocMoe  inmir^i-iioo 

pJ-jn^i-i  vooo!P«.r~i^in 

.7|t-i<^i-ir«  .»CMini-iinp«. 

<  en  H  «» 


tfcnj^oiOin  oe>a-j 

S  .»1^  ro  m  <  m  J 

n  cm|  f-i  r«  vo  vol 


oe  -^l  I-I  r>  lO  CM 


(4 


s    s 

o  u  i 

U    U    W  •ri 

01    b  w   u    u    « 

SOI  4J     ■     «    4J 

u  <  J  eu  01 
o  c  >- 

a  M  M 


m  .«  lO  oi  00  o 
vo  volcn       ^  n 


g 
o       o  u  i 

^     O    U    W  -• 

"-  u  S  3  -I  -  ■ 

oa  a  &  p4  u  u  « 

91  u  s  «  u 

u  <  ,J  a<  a 


CM  I 


•9  lO 


CM 


^ 

•» 

^ 

•* 

lO 

CM 

O 

<»' 

00 

V 

CM 

^ 

n 

O 

m 

o 

lO 

. 

CM 

ffi 

oo 

> 

9> 

<» 

^M 

F^ 

00 

•- 

Cl 

<^ 

m 

9> 

in 

d 

* 

• 

CM 

«M 

prt 

CM 

W  00 

-J  in 


O  "^ 

rt   CM 


r^  CM 
P-  lO 


r- 


^    kl    w4 

u    > 
a  a 


SI 


s 


hi    u 

«l 
U 

<  o 


»    CM 

•* 

Ov 

oi  ei 


41 

u 

u 
3 

e 

M 


645 


FSS  CONSOLIDATION  SCHEDULE 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  transition  schedule  of  remaining 
flight  service  station  consolidations  shown  on  pages  613-614  of  last 
year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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TRANSITION  SCHEDULE  OF  REMAINING  FLIGHT  SERVICE  STATIONS 


STATE 

FACILITY 

TYPE 

DATE 

AFSS 

AK 

Barrow 

XFSS 

TBO 

Fairbanks 

AK 

Bethel 

FSS 

TBO 

Kenai 

AK 

•  Cold  Bay 

XFSS 

TBO 

Kens! 

AK 

Oeadhorse 

XFSS 

TBO 

Fairbanks 

AK 

Dillingham 

XFSS 

TBO 

Kenai 

AK 

Gulkana 

FSS 

TBD 

Kenai 

AK 

Homer 

XFSS 

TBO 

Kenai 

AK 

lliamna 

XFSS 

TBO 

Kenai 

AK 

Ketchikan 

XFSS 

TBO 

Juneau 

AK 

Kotzebue 

XFSS 

TBO 

Fairbanks 

AK 

McGrath 

XFSS 

TBO 

Kenai 

AK 

Nome 

XFSS 

TBO 

Fairbanks 

AK 

Northway 

XFSS 

TBO 

Fairbanks 

AK 

Palmer 

XFSS 

TBO 

Kenai 

AK 

Sitka 

XFSS 

TBO 

Juneau 

AK 

Talkeetna 

XFSS 

TBD 

Kenai 

AK 

Tanana 

FSS 

TBO 

Fairbanks 

AL 

Birmingham 

FSS 

TBO 

Anniston 

AL 

Dothan 

FSS 

TBO 

Anniston 

AL 

Mobile 

FSS 

mm 

Anniston 

AL 

Montgomery 

FSS 

5125194 

Anniston 

AL 

Muscle  Shoals 

XFSS 

TBD 

Anniston 

AL 

Tuscaloosa 

FSS 

3/31/B4 

Anniston 

AZ 

Tucson 

FSS 

TBO 

Prescott 

CA 

Areata 

XFSS 

TBO 

Oakland 

CA 

Bakersfield 

FSS 

TBO 

Riverside 

CA 

Fresno 

FSS 

TBO 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Marysville 

XFSS 

TBO 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Red  Bluff 

.    FSS 

TBO 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Sacramento 

FSS 

TBO 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Salinas 

FSS 

TBO 

Oakland 

CA 

Stockton 

FSS 

TBO 

R.  Murieta 

CA 

Ukiah 

XFSS 

TBO 

Oakland 

CO 

Eagle 

FSS 

TBO 

Denver 

FL 

Crestview 

XFSS 

TBO 

Gainesville 

FL 

Jacksonville 

FSS 

7(27/04 

Gainesville 

ID 

Burley 

FSS 

TBD 

Boise 

ID 

Idaho  Falls 

FSS 

TBO 

Boise 

KY 

Bowling  Green 

XFSS 

TBD 

Louisville 

KY 

London 

XFSS 

TBD 

Louisville 

MD 

Salisbury 

XFSS 

TBD 

Leesburg 

Ml 

Marquette 

XFSS 

TBO 

Green  Bay 

MS 

Jackson 

FSS 

7M3(94 

Greenwood 

MS 

McComb 

FSS 

TBD 

Greenwood 

160=  To  Ba  Dolarminnd  bns^rf  on  roqiiirod  (undtnn  lor  PCS 
and  Contract  Weather  Obsarvationc  and  that  there  is  no  lurtlier 
congrnisionat  InnguoQa  that  impacts  FSS  Consolidations 
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TRANSITION  SCHEDULE  OF  REMAINING  FLIGHT  SERVICE  STATIONS 


STATE 

FACIIITY 

TYPE 

DATE 

AFSS 

MS 

Meridian 

FSS 

TBO 

Greenwood 

MT 

Bozeman 

XFSS 

TBO 

Great  Falls 

MT 

Butte 

FSS 

TBD 

Great  Falls 

NO 

U\i.  City 

FSS 

3/31/94 

Raleigh 

NO 

Hickory 

XFSS 

TBD 

Raleigh 

NO 

New  Bern 

XFSS 

TBO 

Raleigh 

NG 

Rocky  Mount 

XFSS 

TBD 

Raleigh 

NM 

Carlsbad 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Deming 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Gallup 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Las  Vegas 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Rosweii 

FSS 

TBO 

Albuquerque 

NM 

Truth  or  Consq. 

FSS 

TBD 

Abuquerque 

NM 

Tucumcari 

FSS 

TBD 

Albuquerque 

NY 

Elmira 

FSS 

TBO 

Buffalo 

NY 

Utica 

FSS 

TBD 

Buffalo 

OR 

Redmond 

XFSS 

TBD 

McMinnville 

PA 

Bradford 

XFSS 

TBO 

Altoona 

PA 

Dubois 

XFSS 

TBD 

Altoona 

SD 

Pierre 

XFSS 

TBO 

Huron 

SD 

Walerlown 

FSS 

TBO 

Huron 

IN 

TriCity 

FSS 

TBO 

Nashville 

VA 

Newport  News 

FSS 

TBO 

Lecsburg 

WA 

Spokane 

FSS 

TBO 

Seattle 

WA 

Walla  Walla 

FSS 

TBO 

Seattle 

WV 

Bluefield 

FSS 

TBO 

Elkins 

WV 

Marlinsburg 

FSS 

TBO 

Elkins 

WV 

Morgantown 

FSS 

TBD 

Elkins 

WV 

Parkersburg 

FSS 

TBO 

Elkins 

WY 

Sheridan 

FSS 

TBO 

Casper 

WY 

Worland 

FSS 

TBD 

Casper 

TBD=  To  Be  Dolofminod  bflS"»(l  on  rcqiiirod  liindinq  for  PCS 
Bnd  Contract  Weather  Obsorvationt  and  (hat  thero  is  no  further 
congressional  languoga  that  impacts  FSS  Consolidations 
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AIR  TRAFFIC  EN  ROUTE  CENTERS — POSITIONS  &  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  found  on  page  616  of  last 
year's  hearing  record  showing  authorized  positions  and  employ- 
ment for  each  of  your  en  route  centers. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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AIR  TRAFFIC  CENTER  POSITIONS  AND  EMPLOYMENT                                             | 

LOCATION 

CENTER 
CODE 

AUTHORIZED 

STAFFING 

FY-93 

CURRENT 
ON-BOARD 
STAFFING* 

DEV. 

CONTROLLERS 

ON-BOARD* 

FPL'S 
ON-BOARD* 

Anchorage,  AK 

ZAN 

152 

143 

16 

110 

Kansas  City,  MO 

ZKC 

471 

415 

58 

313 

Washington,  DC 

ZDC 

476 

437 

60 

327 

New  York,  NY 

ZNY 

335 

362 

83 

238 

Chicago,  IL 

ZAU 

498 

497 

101 

349 

Indianapolis,  IN 

ZID 

419 

382 

73 

278 

Minneapolis,  MN 

ZMP 

342 

381 

98 

247 

Cleveland,  OH 

ZOB 

526 

462 

70 

351 

Boston,  MA 

ZBW 

312 

342 

56 

247 

Denver,  CO 

ZDV 

369 

360 

75 

249 

Salt  Lake  City,  UT 

ZLC 

235 

243 

34 

182 

Seattle,  WA 

ZSE 

236 

261 

35 

197 

Jacksonville,  FL 

ZJX 

411 

402 

91 

271 

Miami,  FL 

ZMA 

257 

350 

77 

240 

Memphis,  TN 

ZME 

372 

357 

67 

253 

San  Juan,  PR 

ZSU 

55 

54 

12 

30 

Atlanta,  GA 

ZTL 

512 

525 

100 

373 

Albuquerque,  NM 

ZAB 

392 

360 

60 

262 

Ft  Worth,  TX 

ZFW 

444 

414 

90 

282 

Houston,  TX 

ZHU 

368 

411 

117 

255 

Honolulu,  HI 

ZHN 

61 

53 

14 

32 

Los  Angeles,  CA 

ZLA 

383 

374 

99 

240 

Oakland,  CA 

ZOA 

392 

318 

79 

205 

Agana,  GU 

ZUA 

15 

13 

0 

12 

Central  Flow 

CFCF 

70 

31 

0 

31 

TOTALS 

8,103 

7,947 

1,565 

5,574 

*Data  from  CPMIS  as  of  September  30,  1993. 


NOTE:  Authorized  Staffing  (per  Staffing  Standard)  and  current  on-board  staffing  refers 
to  total  controller  work  force. 
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GENERAL  AVIATION  INSTRUMENT  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  Carr,  Please  update  the  information  on  general  aviation  in- 
strument operations  found  on  page  617  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

GENERAL  AVIATION  INSTRUMENT  OPERATIONS  AT  FAA  TOWER  AIRPORTS 

[In  millions] 


Year 


General  avia- 
tion operations 


Total  oper- 
ations 


GA  operations 

as  a  percent 

of  total 


16.4 

38.7 

42.4 

16.8 

40.5 

41.5 

17.9 

43.4 

41.2 

18.3 

44.5 

41.1 

18.6 

45.0 

41.3 

19.1 

46.8 

40.8 

18.1 

45.1 

40.1 

18.2 

45.6 

39.9 

17.7 

45.7 

38.7 

17.9 

46.2 

38.7 

18.1 

47.0 

38.5 

1985  

1986 

1987  

1988  

1989  

1990  

1991  

1992  

1993  

1994  

1995  

Note.— 1994.  and  1995  are  forecast. 

LOGISTICS  CENTER — O&M  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  costs  to  operate  and  main- 
tain the  FAA  Logistics  Center  in  Oklahoma  City  as  shown  on  pages 
621-622  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal 
years  1993  through  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

[Dollars  in  thousands] 

Fiscal  year — 


Positions 

nE'S  

PC&B  

(Overtime) 

Subtotal  

Travel 

Utilities 

Transportation  

Printing 

Contracts: 

NSS  supply  support 

Raytheon  (A-76)  

Guard 

Janitorial 

Facility/grounds  maintenance 

Equipment  maintenance  

Other  

Copiers 

Office  moves  

Motor  fleet 

Multimedia  

Supplies 

Equipment  

Interfunctional  equipment 


1993 

1994 

1995 

620 

638 

638 

569.4 

627.2 

627.2 

26,864.4 

30,082.3 

30,082.3 

(569.4) 

(627.2) 

(627.2) 

26,864.4 

30,082.3 

30,082.3 

297.6 

300.9 

300.9 

983.2 

1,032.0 

1,136.9 

2,609.0 

3,444.2 

4,009.2 

1,019.4 

981.0 

980.3 

15,572.8 

16,195.8 

18,889.5 

3,315.1 

3,373,0 

3,373.0 

149.9 

159.4 

162.8 

103.0 

118.2 

120.7 

1,173.8 

1,080.6 

1,241.9 

21.0 

28.4 

28.4 

521.8 

517.2 

517.2 

60.0 

54.9 

54.9 

28.9 

29.5 

33.7 

57.2 

61.0 

61.0 

16.9 

11.4 

13.6 

45,464.0 

44,102.3 

51.597.6 

2,113.2 

12.0 

12.0 

10.0 

12.0 

12.0 
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• 

[Dollars 

in  thousands] 

- 

Fiscal  year — 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Subtotal  other  objects  

73,516.6 

100,381.0 

64,647.0 

71,513.8 

101,596.1 

66,000.0 

82,545.6 

Total  program  

Total  NSS  supply  support 

— 

112,627.9 
76,754.0 

STOCKS  AND  STORES — INITIAL  REQUEST 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  $81,817,000  for  spares  and  repairs 
for  fiscal  year  1995.  How  does  this  compare  to  the  Logistics  Cen- 
ter's initial  request? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  NAS  Logistics  subactivity  entitled  Acquisition  of  Spares  and  Repairs  is  re- 
questing $81,817,000  in  other  objects.  Of  that  total,  $76,754,000  is  to  be  used  for 
depot  spare  and  repair  funding.  The  remaining  $5,063,000  is  to  be  used  for  a  variety 
of  object  classes,  primarily  second  destination  charges  and  FAA  Academy  mainte- 
nance. The  Logistics  Center  originally  requested  $114,786,100  for  depot  spare  and 
repair  funding. 

DEPOT  SPARE  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  page  623  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  regarding  depot  spare  funding  requests  by  providing 
data  for  fiscal  years  1990-1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

DEPOT  SPARE  FUNDING— NAS  SUPPLY  SUPPORT 

(Amount  re- 
Request  (spare       quested  for  pro-       Allowance  (spare 
parts  plus  E&R)  curement  of  parts  plus  E&R) 

spare  parts) 

1990  68,235.5  55,953.0  '70,623.6 

1991  70,244.0  57,600.1  '67,167.1 

1992  80,709.8  66,201.0  '64,894.4 

1993  95,371.1  77,552.0  '64,647.0 

1994 1 17,288.2  74,339  6  66.000.0 

1995  114,786.1  75,515.0     

■Actual  Obligations. 

CONTRACT  MAINTENANCE  SUPPORT  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  major  contracts  for  main- 
tenance of  NAS  systems  and  equipment,  similar  in  format  to  that 
shown  on  page  624  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by  providing  data 
for  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Millions  of  Dollars 


ConU-act  Maintenance  (Hardware)  Support  Contracts 


FY  1994 


FY  1995 


AWOS  Data  Acquisition  System 

Automated  Suiface  Obsei-vation  System 

Aiipoit  Weather  Information  System 

Aiiport  Weather  Obsen'ation  System 

Classified  Communication  System 

Digital  Altimmeter  Setting  Indicator 

Data  Link  Processor 

Data  Multiplexing  Network 

Dynamic  Ocean  Track  System 

Enhanced  Traffic  Management  System 

Flight  Data  Input/Output 

Hannonic  Cancellation  System 

Maintenance  of  Host  Computer 

Host  Computer  License 

Host  Data  Link 

Integrated  Communications  Switching  System 

Maintenance  Control  Center 

Maintenance  Data  Terminal 

Model  1  FSAS  Full  Capacity 

Maintenance  Processor  System 

Meteorological  Weather  Processor  System 

National  Radio  Communication  System 

Next  Generation  Radar 

Oceanic  Display  and  Planning  System 

OflF-Shore  Flight  Data  Processing  System 

Peripheral  Adapter  Module  Replacement  Item 

Pre-Departure  Clearance  System 

Weather  Message  Switching  Center  Replacement 


0.2 

0.7 

1.5 

3.5 

0.3 

0.3 

1.5 

1.5 

0  1 

0.2 

0.1 

0.0 

0.5 

1.3 

0.6 

2.4 

0.6 

0.6 

2.0 

3.0 

0.0 

0.2 

0.1 

2.1 

3.8 

3.8 

0.2 

0.2 

0.3 

14.9 

149 

0.1 

0.1 

0.3 

1.0 

6.5 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

3,0 

4.8 

0.2 

0.3 

1,9 

1.9 

0.1 

2.2 

0.1 

1.1 

0.2 

03 

0.0 

4.5 

0.2 

0.2 

TOTAL  CONTRACT  MAINTENANCE 


39.3 


This  exhibit  includes  major  contracts  for  maintenance  of  NAS  systems  and  equipment  under  the 
Maintenance  of  Traffic  Conu-ol  System  budget  activity  only.  On  the  exhibit  for  "Other  Services", 
contiact  maintenance  support  contracts  for  the  Maintenance  of  Traffic  Control  budget  activity 
are  included  under  the  following  line  items:  contract  maintenance,  maintenance  of  host 
computer,  and  maintenance  of  integrated  communciation  switching  system. 


52.0 
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CONTRACT  MAINTENANCE 

Mr.    Carr.   Please   update   the   chronological   data   on   contract 
maintenance  shown  on  page  626  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Total  contract  maintenance  (hardware)  cost 

Fiscal  year:  Thousands 

1991  19,300.0 

1992  23,462.0 

1993  36,614.5 

1994  39,243.6 

1995  51,883.6 

The  increase  can  be  attributed  to  additional  system  implementation,  system  fund- 
ing responsibility  transferring  from  F&E  to  OPS,  new  maintenance  contracts,  and 
modifications  to  existing  contracts. 

COMMISSIONED  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  In  your  fiscal  year  1993  budget  request,  you  assumed 
commissioning  of  427  new  facilities.  By  the  time  of  last  year's  hear- 
ing, that  figure  was  down  to  370.  What  was  the  final  number  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1993? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  final  number  of  major  facilities  commissioned  during  fiscal  year  1993  was 
452.  The  number  has  increased  because  we  have  combined  some  facilities  that  we 
reported  previously,  with  types  of  facilities  that  were  not  previously  reported  but 
provide  the  same  or  similar  upgrade  service.  For  example,  commissionings  of  Auto- 
mated Weather  Observing  Systems  now  include  Automated  Surface  Observing  Sys- 
tems, which  provide  the  same  type  of  services.  This  change  was  made  to  provide 
a  more  accurate  view  of  facilities  being  commissioned. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  fiscal  year  1993 
commissionings  shown  on  page  628  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by 
adding  a  column  for  end  of  fiscal  year  commissionings. 

[The  information  follows:] 


/ 
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FY  1993  Commissioned  Facilities 


Facility  Name 


Air  route  surveillance  radar 

ATC  beacon  interrogator 

FAA  operated  tower 

FAA  contract  tower 

Limited  radar  approach  control  tower 

Full  radar  approach  control  tower 

Terminal  radar  approach  control 

(TRACON  only) 

Airport  surface  detection  eqpt 

Airport  surveillance  radar 

ATC  radar  beacon 

Automated  radar  terminal  system 

Mode-S 

Radio  communications  link  repeater 

Radio  communications  link  terminal 

Automated  flight  service  stations 

Auxiliary  flight  service  stations 

Flight  service  data  processing  sys 

Automated  wx  observation  sys 

Next  generation  weather  radar 

Direction  finder  equipment 

Remote  communications  facility 

Remote  communications  outlet 

Approach  light  system 

Distance  measuring  system 

Instrument  landing  system 

Lead-in  light  faciltiy 

Microwave  landing  system 

Omnidirectional  airport  lighting  system 

Runway  end  identification  light 

Runway  visual  range 

Tactical  air  navigation  equipment 

VHF  omnidirectional  range 

Visual  approach  slope  indicator 


Congressional 

4/15/93 

4/22/94 

Submission 

Change 

Revised 
Estimate 

Change 

Actual 

7 

-7 

0 

0 

0 

3 

-3 

0 

3 

3 

2 

-2 

0 

3 

3 

7 

-1 

6 

-6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

23 

-14 

9 

-8 

1 

12 

-1 

11 

-4 

7 

13 

3 

16 

-13 

3 

9 

-7 

2 

-2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

6 

42 

14 

56 

63 

119 

29 

11 

40 

-23 

17 

2 

0 

2 

-2 

0 

23 

-23 

0 

0 

0 

7 

-7 

0 

4 

4 

32 

3 

35 

34 

69 

28 

-13 

15 

-15 

0 

21 

-19 

2 

1 

3 

7 

27 

34 

-18 

16 

18 

-1 

17 

12 

29 

10 

-9 

1 

31 

32 

3 

1 

4 

13 

17 

39 

-12 

27 

-3 

24 

3 

-3 

0 

2 

2 

9 

-9 

0 

0 

0 

3 

-2 

1 

0 

1 

30 

38 

68 

-40 

28 

38 

-18 

20 

-17 

5 

-5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7 

7 

2 

2 

4 

51 

55 

TOTAL 


427 


-57 


570 


82 


452 


1993 

1994 

14,400 

11,774 

11,372 

9,963 

81,414 

86,471 

25 

203 

62,867 

69,784 

10,517 

5,573 

3.481 

697 

104 

47 

106 

91 
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FIELD  MAINTENANCE — OTHER  OBJECT  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  field  maintenance  costs  as 
shown  on  page  629  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing  data 
for  fiscal  years  1993  and  1994. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  represents  the  breakdown  of  other  objects  costs  for  field  mainte- 
nance: 

[In  thousands  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year — 


Travel 

Transportation 

RC&U  

Printing  and  reproduction  

Ottier  services 

Supplies  and  materials 

Equipment  

Land  and  structures 

Insurance  claims 

Total  184,286  184.603 

LINCS — SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  told  the  Committee  that  the  LINCS 
backbone  between  ARTCCs  would  be  in  place  by  September  1993. 
Did  you  meet  that  schedule?  If  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  physical  installation  to  establish  the  backbone  was  completed  in  September 
1993  and  the  system  was  accepted  for  service  in  October  1993. 

LINCS — FUNDING  PROFILE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  LINCS  funding  profile  shown  on 
page  629  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  profile 

Implementation  cost 

Fiscal  years:  in  millions 

1992 $14.9 

1993 7.8 

1994 1L4 

1995 13.6 

1996 15.8 

LINCS — ^RECURRING  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  told  us  that,  even  though  LINCS  would 
eventually  save  5  to  10  percent  of  the  costs  assumed  under  the 
leased  telecommunications  program,  those  savings  would  be  offset 
by  implementation  costs  until  the  network  is  completed.  According 
to  data  last  year,  implementation  costs  ended  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

Does  that  indicate  that  your  fiscal  year  1995  budget  assumes  re- 
curring savings  from  LINCS,  and  if  so,  how  much  is  assumed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  funding  data  provided  last  year  did  not  address  funding  beyond  fiscal  year 
1994.  Implementation  of  LINCS  will  not  be  completed  until  FY-96.  As  stated  in  the 
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past,  some  savings  in  channel  costs  will  be  realized  as  services  are  transferred  to 
LINCS  and  existing  channels  disconnected.  These  savings  will  continue  to  be  offset 
until  full  implementation  is  completed. 

LINCS — DETAILED  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  detailed  schedule  for  your  LINCS  ac- 
tivities planned  for  the  next  year. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  LINCS  program  is  currently  in  the  implementation  phase.  Implementation 
consists  of  establishing  the  infrastructure  and  then  implementation  of  channels.  The 
infrastructvire  to  establish  the  backbone  throughout  the  entire  National  Airspace 
System  (NAS)  is  targeted  for  completion  in  December  1994.  Currently,  the  infra- 
structure is  complete  in  seven  of  the  twenty  air  route  traffic  control  center  (ARTCC) 
airspaces.  Concurrently,  with  the  infrastructure  being  established,  channels  are 
being  transitioned.  By  the  end  of  1994,  approximately  5,500  channels  are  expected 
to  be  in  service  on  the  LINCS  network.  Implementation  will  continue  during  1995 
with  approximately  5,000  channels  being  provisioned.  Implementation  of  the  re- 
maining channels,  approximately  3,500,  will  be  completed  during  FY  1996. 

LEASED  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  leased  services  shown  on 
pages  63 1-633  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 


f 

f 
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Enroute  Data  Services: 

BD AT--Enroute  Beacon  Digitized  Data  $3 1 ,99 1 

RD AT--On  Route  Radar  Digitized  Data  547, 1 08 

ENAV--Enroute  Navigational  Aids  6,610,525 

ERAD--Enroute  Broadband  Radar  10,939 

ESEC— Enroute  Broadband  Secondary  Radar  0 

IDAT--Interfacility  Data  358.825 

7.559,388 


2.  Enroute  Voice  Services: 

CFCS-Central  Flow  Control  Service  $1,700,837 

ECOM--Enroute  Communications  2 1 ,6 1 0, 1 5 5 

ESYS-Enroute  Equipment  Systems  21,742,713 

SVFA--lnterphone  Service  F(A)  5,787,085 

SVFB-Interphone  Service  F(B)  17.832.007 

$68,672,797 


3  Terminal  Data  Services: 

FDAT--Fliglit  Data  Entry  and  Printout  (FDEP)  $491,143 

and  Flight  Data  Service 

RT.AD—Remote  Tower  Alpha  Display  0 

RTRD--Remote  Tower  Radar  Display  3 1 1 ,774 

TARS—Terminai  Automated  Radar  Service  0 

TRAD--Terminal  Radar  Service  928,484 

TSEC--Terminal  Secondar>'  Radar  Service  169 

TNAV--Terminal  Navigational  AIDS  1,094,728 

VNAV-- Visual  Navigational  AIDS  108.665 

$2,934,963 


4  Terminal  Voice  Services: 

ATIS— Automatic  Terminal  Information  Svc  $31,785 

S VFC--Interphone  Service  F(C)  4,482,0 1 3 

TCOM--Terminal  Communications  3,141,024 

TSYS--Terminal  Equipment  Systems  31.547.1 12 

$39,201,934 
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5.  Flight  Service  StationAVeather  Data  Svc: 

AFTN" Aeronautical  Fixed  Tels  Network  $137,308 

AWOS--Automatic  Weather  Observation  Sys  717,049 

FSAD— Flight  Service  Automated  Data  0 

LAB S--Leased  A  B  Service  15,068,007 

METI-Meteorological  Information  2,292,544 

NFAX-National  Facsimile  Service  178,186 

DFAX-Digitai  Facsimile  Service  159,348 

RWDS--Remote  Radar  Weather  Display  Svc  2,104,793 

SVCA--Service  A  317,606 

SVCB--Service  B  75,120 

SVCO--Service  0  46.704 

$21,096,665 


6.  Flight  Service  StationAVeather  Voice  Svc: 

DIRF-Direction  Finding  $1,411 ,460 

EFAS--Enroute  Flight  Advisory  2,267,261 

FCOM--FSS  Radio  Voice  Comms  1 0,724,2 1 5 

FSYS--FSS  Equipment  Systems  6,697,963 

PBRF--Pilot  Briefing  2.818.680 

$23,919,579 


Communications  Utilities  Data  Svc: 

ADIN--Autodin  Service  $  5,740,437 

DMN  --Data  Multiplexing  Network  10,692,354 

NAMS-NADIN  Message  Processing  Service  733,792 

(NADIN  lA) 

NDNB-NADIN  II  Dial  Back-Up  Circuits  620.579 

$17,787,162 


Communications  Utilities  Voice  Svc.  Enroute 
Data  Services: 

AVON-Autovon  Service  $1.706.581 

$1,706,581 


Other  Data  Services: 

ADDA-Administrative  Data  $2,054,670 

MNTC-Maint.  Monitoring  Systems;  Remote  2,382,165 

Maintenance  Monitoring  Sys  (RMMS), 

Maintenance  Monitoring  Systems  (MMS)  

$4,436,835 
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10,  Other  Voice  Services: 

CCCC--Staff  Communications  $2,51 1,720 

ADSY--Administrative  Equip  Sys  8,178,517 

ADVO--Administrative  Voice  14,410,567 

EVCS-Emergency  Voice  Comm.  System  386,740 

ETN — Electronic  Tandem  Network  4 1 8,069 

MISC--Miscellaneous  28,223,017 

NRCS--National  Radio  Comms.  System  100,316 

SVFD--Interphone  Service  F(D)  3,755,274 

TRNG--Training  181.388 

58,165,607 

Subtotal  $245,481,511 


Contracts: 

ARINC  14,199,000 

Other  Contracts  32,664,330 

Administrative  Telecommunications  32.165.159 

Subtotal  $79,028,489 

TOTAL  $324,510,000 
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SECURITY  AIRLINE  PASSENGER  SCREENING  RESULTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  civil  aviation  security  air- 
line passenger  screening  results  shown  on  page  641  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  by  providing  data  for  1987-1993.  In  addition,  state 
whether  the  data  is  measured  in  fiscal  years  or  calendar  years. 

[The  information  follows:] 


I 
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TECHNICAL  CENTER  BUDGET  AND  STAFFING  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  budget  and  staffing  data  on  the 

FAA  Technical  Center  shown  on  page  643  of  last  year's  hearing 
record  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1994  and  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION  TECHNICAL  CENTER 

Fiscal  year  1994  enacted  Fiscal  year  1995  requested 

Positions                Amount                Positions  Amount 

Operations:  (direct  controlled): 

NAS  design  and  management  165              26,072,100             158  26,166,900 

Director,  staff  and  support 37                2,984,000              37  2,819,100 

Human  resource  management 24                1,703,000              23  1,640,000 

Subtotal— direct  controlled 226              30,759,100             218  30,626,000 

Operations:  (straightlined/tenant): 
Systems  maintenance: 

Operational  support  service 450              35,592,600             444  46,180,477 

Leased  telecommunications 0                  591,100                0  606,500 

Subtotal  450               36,183,700             444  46,786,977 

Medical- 1                    62,000                1  60,000 

Chief  counsel 7                   563,800                7  528,400 

Civil  aviation  security 5                  241,000                5  240,720 

Subtotal— straightlined/tenant  463              37,050,500             457  47,616,097 

Operations— total 689              67,809,600             675  78,242,097 

Facilities  and  equipment  (F&E): 

Technical  center  (ACT) 345              45,881,600             345  45,902,906 

Operational  support  service 27                2,071,100              27  2,105,000 

Office  of  independent  operational  test  and  evalua- 
tion (lOT&E)  oversight 16                1,137,400              16  1,155,988 

Facilities  and  equipment— total 388              49,090,100             388  49,163,894 

Research,  engineering  and  development  (R,E&D): 

Conduct  of  test  and  evaluation 405             109,875,000             405  123,697,000 

Total  program,  technical  center 1,482             226,774,700          1,468  251,102,991 

Distribution  by  appropriation: 

Operations  689              67,809,600             675  78,242,097 

Facilities  and  equipment 388              49,090,100            388  49,163,894 

Research,  engineering  and  development  405             109,875,000            405  123,697,000 

Total 1,482             226,774,700          1,468  251,102,991 

Notes. — Operations  programs  are  divided  between  direct  control  (assigned  to  act)  and  straightlined/tenant.  F&E  reflects  separate  lines  for 
positions  and  related  dollars  (excludes  national  travel)  for  act  and  tenant.  F&E  includes  research,  test  and  evaluation  functions  where  act  has 
program  responsibility.  RE&D  reflects  in-house  dollars  assigned  to  act  and  x-contract  dollars  sponsored  by  act. 

FINANCIAL  AND  STAFFING  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  breakdown  of  financial  and  staffing 
resources  for  each  office  under  the  budget  activity  "direction,  staff 
and  supporting  services"  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1993- 
1995.  The  data  should  be  similar  in  format  to  that  shown  on  page 
650  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OFFICE  OF  CHIEF  COUNSEL — SENIOR  POSITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  the  25  most  senior  posi- 
tions in  the  office  of  chief  counsel,  as  shown  on  pages  652-653  of 
last  year's  hearing  record.  Please  indicate  which,  if  any,  of  these 
positions  are  currently  unfilled. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  COUNSEL  SENIOR  STAFF 


TITLE 

1.  Chief  Counsel 

2.  Deputy  Chief  Counsel 

3.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  International 

Affairs  and  Legal  Policy 

4.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  Legislation 

5.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  General 

Legal  Services 

6.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  Regulations 

7.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  Enforcement 

8.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  Litigation 

9.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  Procurement 

Law 

10.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  for  Airports/ 

Environmental  Law 

1 1 .  Special  Counsel  and  Director  of  Civil 

Penalty  Adjudication 

12.  Manager,  Program  Management  Staff 

13.  Special  Counsel  to  the  Chief  Counsel 

14.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Alaskan  Region 

15.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  New  England  Region 

16.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Southern  Region 

17.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Southwest  Region 

18.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Central  Region 

19.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Great  Lakes  Region 

20.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Northwest- 

Mountain  Region 

2 1 .  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Western-Pacific 

Region 

22.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Aeronautical  Center 

23.  Assistant  Chief  Counsel  Technical  Center 


GRADE 

SALARY 

SES 

$111,839 

SES 

$111,839 

GM-15 

$84,470 

SES 

$106,106 

SES 

$101,800 

SES 

$111,839 

GM-15 

Vacant 

SES 

$111,839 

SES 


GM-15 


GM-15 


Vacant 


$90,252 


SES 

Vacant 

GM-15 

$74,054 

GM-15 

$78,683 

GM-15 

$75,490 

GM-15 

$79,619 

GM-15 

Vacant 

GM-15 

$77,510 

GM-15 

$89,446 

GM-15 

$80,693 

$88,453 


GM-15 

$113,405 

GM-15 

$89,481 

GM-15 

$85,064 

The  remaining  9  senior  positions  are  Deputy  Assistant  Chief  Counsel,  GM-15,  located  in 
our  headquarters  and  regional  offices. 
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FAA  OVERSEAS  PERSONNEL 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  FAA  personnel  stationed 
overseas  shown  on  pages  656-658  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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LIST   OF    FAA   PERSONNEL   STATIONED   OVERSEAS 


AS  OF  94-04-22 


RETIRE  PP-SER  -GR   SALARY 


TITLE 


ARGENTINA 

K 

GM-1801-14 

060403 

BELGIUM 

K 

GS-0080-14 

05851?; 

BELGIUM 

4 

AD-O3  01-OO 

055707 

BELGIUM 

4 

AD-0  341-00 

044566 

BELGIUM 

C 

GS-0301-14 

073619 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0301-15 

086589 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0301-15 

084002 

BELGIUM 

4 

AD-0301-00 

835812 

BELGIUM 

1 

GS-0318-08 

032710 

BELGIUM 

4 

AD-0322-00 

035364 

BELGIUM 

1 

ES-0340-00 

101800 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0340-15 

086589 

BELGIUM 

K 

GS-0341-11 

033623 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0861-15 

085115 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0861-14 

069532 

BELGIUM 

K 

GM-0861-14 

056627 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0861-14 

064179 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0861-14 

070790 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-0861-14 

066067 

BELGIUM 

1 

GS-1825-14 

062291 

BELGIUM 

C 

GS-1825-14 

066067 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-1825-15 

082521 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-1825-15 

080699 

BELGIUM 

1 

GS-2152-14 

071731 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-2152-15 

086589 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-2181-14 

073619 

BELGIUM 

2 

GS-0303-07 

024988 

BELGIUM 

K 

GS-1801-13 

057502 

BELGIUM 

1 

GS-1801-13 

052711 

BELGIUM 

K 

GS-1801-13 

054308 

BELGIUM 

C 

GS-1801-13 

051114 

BELGIUM 

K 

GS-1801-13 

049517 

BELGIUM 

1 

GS-1801-14 

060403 

BELGIUM  " 

K 

GS-1801-13 

047920 

BELGIUM 

K 

GS-1801-13 

057502 

BELGIUM 

K 

GS-1801-13 

047920 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-1801-15 

086589 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-1801-15 

075490 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-1801-14 

063235 

BELGIUM 

1 

GM-1801-15 

086589 

BELGIUM 

K 

GM-1801-14 

062291 

BAHAMAS 

1 

WG-4749-10 

021684 

BRAZIL 

1 

GM-0301-15 

086589 

FRANCE 

1 

GM-0301-15 

086589 

FRANCE 

1 

GM-1801-14 

073619 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GM-0301-13 

053510 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-0318-06 

021124 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-0340-15 

075490 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-0341-11 

043712 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-0341-09 

027789 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-0856-12 

045670 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-0856-11 

036986 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-0856-11 

040349 

CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
SECURITY  OFFICER 
TECHNICAL  ASSISTANT 
ADMINISTRATIVE  ASST 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICER 
INTL  PROG  MGMT  SPEC 
INTL  LIAISON  REPRES 
ADMIN  CLERK 
SECRETARY  (TYPING) 
CLERK-TYPIST 
DIRECTOR   EAMEO 
DEPUTY  DIR  EAMEO 
ADMINISTRATIVE  OFCR 
SUPV  AEROSPACE  ENGR 
AEROSPACE  ENGINEER 
AEROSPACE  ENGINEER 
AEROSPACE  ENGINEER 
AEROSPACE  ENGINEER 
AEROSPACE  ENGINEER 
AS  I  AW 
ASI  OPS 

MANAGER, SAFTEY  INSP 
AVN  SAFETY  INSP  MFG 
ATC  SPECIALIST 
SUPV  ATC  SPECIALIST 
FLIGHT  TEST  PILOT 
STAFF  ASSISTANT 
AVN  SECURITY  SPEC 
AVN  SEC  LIAISON  OFCR 
AVN  SECURITY  SPEC 
AVN  SECURITY  SPEC 
AVN  SECURITY  SPEC 
CIVIL  AVN  SEC  SPEC 
AVN  SECURITY  SPEC 
AVN  SECURITY  SPEC 
AVN  SECURITY  SPEC 
SUPV  CIV  AVN  SEC  SP 
SUPV  CIV  AVN  SEC  SP 
SUPV  AVN  SEC  SPEC 
SUPV  AVN  SECURITY  SP 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
MAINT  MECH 
FAA  REPRESENTATIVE 
FAA  REPRESENTATIVE 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
A/C  AVN  MNT  OFF 
SECY  (O/A) 
MGR  INT  FLT  INS  OFF 
ADMIN  OFF 
ADMIN  OFFICER 
L  ELEC  TECH 
ELEC  TECH 
ELEC  TECH 
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WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-0856-12 

047013 

ELEC  TECH 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-0856-11 

036986 

ELEC  TECK 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-0856-12 

047013 

ELEC  TECH 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-0856-11 

043712 

ELEC  TECH 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

062291 

ASI 

OPS 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1825-14 

062291 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

060403 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

056627 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1825-14 

062291 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1825-14 

064179 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1825-14 

069843 

ASI 

AVIONICS 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

060403 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

060403 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

058515 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

058515 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-ia25-14 

062291 

ASI 

AVIONICS 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

062291 

ASI 

OPS 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1825-14 

069843 

ASI 

OPS 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

058515 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1825-14 

062291 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-1825-14 

056627 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1825-14 

066067 

ASI 

AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-1825-15 

077712 

SUPV  ASI  OPS 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-1825-15 

073269 

SUPV 

'  ASI  AW 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-1825-15 

086589 

MANAGER, SASI 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1910-11 

041470 

QL  ASR  SP  AERO 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GS-2001-11 

033623 

GEN 

SUPPLY  SPEC 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-2181-13 

057502 

ASIP 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-2181-14 

070791 

ASIF 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-2181-14 

067011 

ASIP 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-2181-14 

060403 

ASIP 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GM-2181-14 

062291 

ASIP 

WEST  GERMANY 

1 

GS-1801-13 

049517 

AVN 

SECURITY  SPEC 

WEST  GERMANY 

K 

GM-1801-14 

058515 

CAS 

LIAISON  OFFICER 

ITALY 

1 

GM-0301-15 

080673 

FAA 

REPRESENTATIVE 

ITALY 

4 

AD-0341-00 

050599 

ADMIN 

ASSISTANT 

ITALY 

1 

GS-1801-13 

060696 

AVN 

SECURITY  SPEC 

ITALY 

K 

GS-1801-13 

047920 

AVN 

SECURITY  SPEC 

ITALY 

K 

GM-1801-14 

058515 

CAS 

LIAISON  OFFICER 

ITALY 

K 

GM-1801-14 

060403 

SUPV 

AVN  SEC  SPEC 

JAPAN 

K 

GS-0301-12 

041641 

A/C 

AVN  MNT  OFF 

JAPAN  . 

1 

GM-0301-15 

082156 

FAA 

REPRESENTATIVE 

JAPAN 

1 

GS-0341-11 

043712 

ADMIN  OFF 

JAPAN 

1 

GS-0856-12 

044327 

ELEC 

TECH 

JAPAN 

1 

GS-0856-11 

042591 

ELEC 

TECH 

JAPAN 

K 

GM-0856-13 

051114 

S  ELEC  TECH 

JAPAN 

1 

GS-2181-13 

062293 

ASIP 

JAPAN 

1 

GS-2181-15 

071049 

S  ASIP 

JAPAN 

K 

GM-2181-14 

058515 

ASIP 

JAPAN 

1 

GM-2181-14 

063235 

ASIP 

JAPAN 

K 

GM-2181-14 

058515 

ASIP 

JAPAN 

K 

GM-1801-14 

058515 

CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 

SINGAPORE 

K 

GS-0301-15 

073269 

FAA  REPRESENTATIVE 

SINGAPORE 

1 

ES-0340-00 

107300 

DIRECTOR,  APC 

SINGAPORE 

1 

GS-1825-14 

073619 

AV  SAF  INSP  (AW)  IFO 

SINGAPORE 

1 

GS-1825-14 

064179 

AV  SAF  INSP  (AW)  IFO 

SINGAPORE 

1 

GS-1825-14 

073619 

AV  SAF  INSP  (OPS) IFO 
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SINGAPORE  K 

SINGAPORE  1 

SINGAPORE  K 

SINGAPORE  1 

SINGAPORE  K 

SINGAPORE  1 

SPAIN  1 

SPAIN  1 

SPAIN  1 

SPAIN  1 

SPAIN  1 

SPAIN  K 

THAILAND  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  C 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  1 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  K 

UNITED  KINGDOM  1 

UNITED  KINGDOM  1 

UNITED  KINGDOM  C 

VENEZUELA  1 

SAUDI  ARABIA  1 

SENEGAL  4 

SENEGAL  1 

SENEGAL  X 

DEKKARX  K 

AUSTRIA  1 

AUSTRIA  C 

BAHRAIN  1 

BAHRAIN  K 

BAHRAIN  K 

BAHRAIN  X 

INDONESIA  1 

AUSTRALIA  K 

RUSSIA  1 

CHINA  1 


GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GM-1825-15 

GS-1801-13 

GM-1801-14 

FC-0340-13 

FC-0810-12 

FC-0855-12 

FC-0855-12 

FC-2152-12 

GM-1801-14 

GM-1801-14 

GM-0301-15 

GS-0318-07 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GS-1825-14 

GM-1825-15 

GM-1825-15 

GM-1801-14 

GM-1801-14 

frC-1825-12 

AD-0301-00 

GM-0301-15 

GS-1801-13 

GM-1801-14 

GS-1801-13 

GS-1801-14 

GS-1801-13 

GS-1801-13 

GM-1801-15 

GM-1801-14 

FC-0301-12 

GM-18bi-i4 

GK-0301-15 

GS-0301-15 


062291 

064179 

062291 

078819 

047920 

073619 

085934 

075489 

077709 

075489 

079929 

058515 

060403 

085110 

025745 

056627 

056627 

056627 

064179 

058515 

064179 

058515 

064179 

071049 

078822 

065125 

060403 

073269 

000000 

078822 

052711 

058515 

051114 

058515 

052711 

049517 

068829 

060403 

084369 

063235 

074379 

086589 


AV  SAF  INS?  (AW)  IFO 
AV  SAF  INSP  (AV)  IFO 
AV  SAF  INSP  (OPS) IFO 
SUPV  AV  SAF  INSP  IFO 
CIV  AV  SEC  SPEC 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
PROGRAM  MANAGER 
CIVIL  ENGINEER 
ELECTRONICS  ENGINEER 
ELECTRONICS  ENGINEER 
ATC  SPECIALIST 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
FAA  REPRESENTATIVE 
SECRETARY 
ASI  AVIONICS 
AW 


ASI 
ASI 


AW 


ASI  OPS 
ASI  AW 
ASI  AW 
ASI  AW 
ASI  AW 
SUPV  ASI  AW 
SUPV  ASI 

CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
AVN  SAFETY  INSPECTOR 
FSN 

FAA  REPRESENTATIVE 
CIVIL  AVN  SEC  INSP 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
CIVIL  AVN  SEC  SPEC 
AVN  SEC  LIAISON  OFCR 
CIVIL  AVN  SEC  SPEC 
CIVIL  AVN  SEC  SPEC 
SUPV  AVN  SECURITY  SP 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
'SR- AVIATION  ADVTiiOB 
CAS  LIAISON  OFFICER 
FAA  REPRESENTATIVE 
FAA  REPRESENTATIVE 


TOTAL  =  152 
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UNIVERSITY  CO^^^ROLLER  TRAINING  PROGRAM 

Mr,  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  the  demographic  and  racial 
profile  of  controllers  recruited  through  your  university-based  train- 
ing programs  as  shown  on  page  660  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

University  Controller  Training  Program 

MARC: 

Employed  to  date  163 

White  Females  64 

White  Males  78 

Native  American  Males 1 

Black  Females 2 

Black  Males 7 

Hispanic  Females  1 

Hispanic  Males  3 

Asian  American  Females  2 

Asian  American  Males  5 

Community  College  of  Beaver  County: 

Employed  to  date  33 

White  Females  7 

White  Males  26 

Hampton  University: 

Employed  to  date  1 

Black  Female  1 

WORKERS'  COMPENSATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  your  workers'  compensa- 
tion program  as  shown  on  page  661  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

WORKERS'  COMPENSATION  PROGRAM 


Fiscal  year 


$000  cost 


$000 
change 


Percent 
change 


Cases 


Case 
change 


Percent 
change 


1993 77,193 

1992 77,949 

1991 71,748 

1990 73,395 

1989 64,998 

1988 63,980 

1987 61,365 

1986 65,153 

1985 64,554 


(756) 

0 

3,398 

13 

0 

6,201 

8.8 

3,385 

120 

3.7 

1,648 

(2.2) 

3,265 

72 

2 

8,398 

12.9 

3,193 

14 

0 

1,017 

2 

3,179 

7 

0 

2,615 

4 

3,172 

(161) 

(5) 

(3,788) 

(6) 

3,333 

(117) 

(3) 

599 

1 

3,450 

(21) 

(1) 

5,241 

9 

3,471 

13 

0 

PERCENT  INCREASE/DECREASE  IN  COSTS 

DOT 

Govemmentwlde 

Medical  

1.1 

0.02 

2.8 

0.3 

9.2 

Compensation    

4.2 

Death  benefits 

3.4 

Total  costs  

5.4 

671 

HEADQUARTERS  ADMINISTRATION — FINANCIAL  AND  STAFFING 

RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  breakdown  of  financial  and  staffing 
resources  for  the  "headquarters  administration"  budget  activity,  as 
shown  on  page  662  of  last  year's  hearing  record,  by  providing  data 
for  fiscal  years  1993-1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 


78-849  0-94-22 
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POLICY  STUDIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  the  policy  studies  you  plan  to  complete  dur- 
ing calendar  year  1994  and  those  you  actually  completed  during 
1993,  similar  in  format  to  the  information  shown  on  pages  663-664 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  calendar  year  1994,  the  Office  of  Aviation  Policy,  Plans,  and  Management 
Analysis  anticipates  completing  the  following  policy  studies: 

New  establishment  and  discontinuance  criteria  for  airport  surface  detection  equip- 
ment. 

New  establishment  and  discontinuance  criteria  for  precision  runway  monitor 
equipment. 

Comprehensive  study  of  the  High  Density  Rule. 

Examination  of  direct  user  fees  for  international  overflights  of  airspace  provided 
air  traffic  control  service  by  the  United  States. 

Draft  guidance  on  what  constitutes  fair,  reasonable  and  not  unjustly  discrimina- 
tory airport  rates  and  chairges. 

Evaluation  of  airport  noise  restrictions  submitted  to  the  FAA  under  Part  161  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations. 

An  update  of  critical  economic  values  used  in  benefit/cost  analyses  of  FAA  system 
and  regulatory  actions. 

An  update  of  appropriate  benefit-cost  procedures  for  use  in  conducting  economic 
analyses  of  FAA  systems  and  regulatory  actions. 

Updating  of  Civil  Aviation  Security  Staffing  Standards. 

Initiation  of  a  top  level  review  of  the  agency's  staffing  standards  program. 

Economic  evaluation  of  approximately  104  rulemaking  actions  will  be  completed 
during  CY  1994,  deahng  with  such  diverse  areas  as  aircraft  manufacturing  and 
maintenance,  aircraft  operation,  airspace  allocation,  security,  airmen's  standards, 
and  prevention  of  mid-air  collisions.  Included  will  be  analyses  of  proposed  and  final 
rules  pertaining  to  alcohol  testing  of  persons  performing  safety-sensitive  functions, 
anti-drug  programs,  airport  and  aircraft  security,  aircraft  noise,  aircraft  cabin  safe- 
ty, aging  aircraft,  and  harmonization  of  U.S.  and  foreign  airworthiness  standards. 

Develop  annual  projection  of  delay  for  2003  and  a  hsting  of  airports  with  more 
than  20,000  hours  of  delay. 

Develop  the  cost  of  delay  for  1993. 

During  the  3  month  period  ending  March  31,  1994,  the  following  pohcy  studies 
were  completed: 

Staffing  standards  for  Aviation  Safety  Inspectors. 

New  establishment  and  discontinuance  criteria  for  Loran-C  approaches. 

An  economic  evaluation  of  the  appropriateness  of  charging  user  fees  for  FAA 
training  provided  to  designated  medical  examiners. 

Economic  evaluations  of  16  of  the  104  rulemaking  actions  discussed  above. 

GENERAL  COUNSEL'S  LETTER  ON  FAA  BUDGET  REQUEST 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  General  Counsel's  letter 
to  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations  dated  July  8,  1993, 
which  describes  FAA  internal  budget  requests  for  fiscal  year  1994, 
submitted  to  Congress  pursuant  to  section  506(f)  of  the  Airport  and 
Airway  Improvement  Act. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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us. O«oorfm»flt  of  c*-*-*.  c^^r-,,^. 

TranipofJaflon 

Jul7  a,    1993 


The  Honorable  William  H.  Natcher 
Chairman,    Committee   on   Appropriations 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.    20I515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 


On  behalf  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  pursuant  to 
subsection  506(f)  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of 
1982  (49  U.S.C.  2205(f)),  I  am  enclosing  copies  of  the  FY  1994 
budget  requests  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  to  the 
Department,  including  requests  for  'Facilities  and  Equipment"  and 
"Research,  Engineerirtg,  and  Development'.    These  materials  also 
contain  the  submission  of  the  Department  to  the  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget  for  the  same  accounts. 

These  materials  led  to  final  recommendations  upon  completion  of 
the  annual  budget  process  and  submission  of  the  FY  1994  budget  to 
Congress  by  the  President. 

Sincerely, 


Sf©p/fd?i  'H.'Kaplan 
.Genera!  Counsel 


Enclosure 
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OST    SUBMISSION 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
RESOURCE  SUMMARY  -  FINANCING 
($  h  thousands) 


APPROPRIATION  TITLE 

(All  Trust  Funds  except  as  noted) 


Operations 
(Federal) 
(Trust  Fund  Share) 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Prog. 

Grants-in-Aid  Airports  (Trust) 
(Contract  Authority) 

Facilities  and  Equipment  (Trust) 

Research.  Engineering  and  Development  (Trust) 


TOTAL  BUDGET  AUTHORITY 
(Federal) 
(Trust) 


LIQUIDATING  CASH  APPROPRIATIONS; 
Grants-in-Aid  for  Airports 


BUDGET  AUTHORITY 

FV  1992 
ESTIMATE 

FY  1993 
REQUEST 

FY  Id94 
TARGET 

(^Y1994 
REQUEST 

$4,360,000 
2.250.400 
2.109.600 

$4,606,000 
1.415.400 
3.190.600 

$4,606,000 
1.415.400 
3.190.600 

$5,299,000 
1.565.400 
3.733.600 

(3.600) 

(3.600) 

(3.600) 

(3.600) 

210 

ISO 

150 

150 

1.900.000 

1,900.000 

1.900.000 

1.900,000 

2.394.000 

2,700,000 

2.700.000 

2.916,000 

218.135 

230,000 

230.000 

$9,432,550 
1.415.400 
8.020.600 

321.000 

$8,868,745 
2.250.400 
6.621.735 

$9,432,550 
1,415,400 
8.020.600 

$10,432,550 
1.565,400 
8,867,150 

$1,520,000 

$1,740,000 

$1,740,000 

$1,740,000 

Propriety  Receipts 

Miscellaneous  Recoveries  &  Refunds 


$1,028 


$1,028 


$1,028 


$1,028 
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OMB  SUBMISSION 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
RESOURCE  SUMMARY  -  RNANCING 
($  in  thousands) 


APPROPRIATION  TTTLE 


Operations 
(Federal) 
(Trust) 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Prog. 

Grants-in-Ald  Airp)orts  (Trust)      1  / 
(Contract  Authority) 

Fadities  and  Equipment  (Trust)  1/ 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development  (Trust) 


TOTAL  BUDGET  AUTHORITY 
(Federal) 
(Trust) 


UQUIDATING  CASH  APPROPRIATIONS: 
Grants-in-Aid  for  Airports 


BUDGET  AUTHORITY 


FY  199? 

FY1993 

FY1994 

ENACTED 

REQUEST 

REQUEST 

$4,360,000 

$4,606,000 

$5,048,300 

2,250,375 

1,415,400 

1.496,265 

2,109,625 

3,190,600 

3,552,035 

0 

0 

0 

210 

150 

150 

1.900,000 

1,900,000 

1,900.000 

2.394.000 

2.700,000 

2,729,800 

?19,1?5 

8W.0M 

?97,000 

$8,872,345 

$9,436,150 

$9,975,250 

2.250.585 

1,415,550 

1,496,415 

6.621.760 

8.020,600 

8.478.835 

$1,520,000 

$1,800,000 

$1,900,000 

Propriety  Receipts 
Miscellaneous  Recoveries  &  Refunds 


$1,028 


$1,028 


$1,028 


1/  Excludes  impact  of  FY  1992  Supptemental  for  Grants-in-Aid  for  Airports 
arxJ  Fadities  and  Equipment 
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Mr.   Carr.   Please   provide   similar  information  for  fiscal  year 
1995. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  information  requested  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  ctirrently  being  prepared  for  the 
signatiire  of  the  General  Counsel  and  will  be  provided  to  the  Committee  shortly. 

CONTROLLER  ROTATIONAL  SHIFTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  FAA  conducted  any  studies  on  the  most  effec- 
tive shift  rotation  for  FAA's  air  traffic  controllers  from  a  human 
factors  standpoint,  and  if  so,  how  do  the  results  of  those  studies 
compare  to  FAA's  current  rotation  practices? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  is  considerable  variation  in  shift  schediiling  practices  at  all  air  traffic  facili- 
ties. These  schedules  are  negotiated  at  the  local  level.  The  most  popular  schedule 
with  the  employees  is  the  2-2-1  schedule  (2  evenings,  2  days,  1  midnight).  Anec- 
dotal comments  from  controllers  and  facility  managers  suggest  that  the  percentage 
of  younger  controllers  preferring  the  2-2-1  schedule  is  somewhat  greater  than  of 
older  controllers.  Continued  research  will  be  needed  to  determine  the  extent  to 
which  older  controllers  experience  diffi  ail  ties  in  coping  with  the  2-2-1  schedule  and 
to  access  the  effectiveness  of  alternative  schedules  and  fatigue  countermeasures  that 
would  reduce  the  potential  negative  consequences  of  working  a  rotating  shift  sched- 
ule. 

This  schedule  has  been  used  in  Air  Traffic  for  over  20  years  and  there  has  not 
been  any  indication  that  it  has  had  any  negative  impact  on  the  safety  of  the  system. 

NTSB  ON  ATC  ROTATIONAL  PRACTICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  Safety  Board  ever  commented  on  FAA's  rota- 
tion practices  for  ATC  personnel? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  has  been  only  one  safety  recommendation  from  the  National  Transportation 
Safety  Board  (NTSB)  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  concerning  rotation 
practices  of  air  traffic  controllers.  This  recommendation  was  site-specific  to  the  Salt 
Lake  City,  Utah,  ATC  facility  subsequent  to  a  non-fatal  accident  involving  a  Gates 
Learjet  on  December  3,  1969. 

PROCESS  FOR  SITE  SELECTION  OF  NEW  EQUIPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  What  process  does  the  FAA  utilize  when  deciding 
where  to  site  new  radars,  communications  systems,  and  other 
equipment  funded  under  F&E?  For  example,  is  a  formal  air  traffic 
benefit  cost  study  conducted  on  a  site-by-site  basis?  Are  compara- 
tive studies  conducted  to  weigh  various  alternatives? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  makes  investments  in  the  National  Airspace  System  in  order  to  best  serve 
the  needs  of  the  flying  public.  All  aspects  of  investment  decision  making — project 
selection,  sizing,  location,  etc. — involve  careful  analysis  including  benefit-cost  eval- 
uation. For  example,  in  formulating  plans  to  consolidate  air  traffic  control  facilities 
nationwide,  the  FAA  has  undertaken  a  comprehensive  study  of  alternative  scenarios 
to  determine  the  best  sites  and  level  of  consolidated  consistent  with  maintaining 
high  quality  service. 

For  certain  faciUties  and  equipment  (F&E)  investments,  the  FAA  has  relied  on 
rigorous  benefit-cost-based  establishment  criteria  since  the  early  1970's.  Examples 
include  air  traffic  control  towers,  airport  surveillance  radars,  and  precision  approach 
landing  systems.  The  benefit  and  cost  estimates  produced  when  applying  these  cri- 
teria are  routinely  used  to  compare  alternative  investment  locations.  Ultimate  siting 
recommendations  are  based  on  technical,  operational,  and  benefit-cost  consider- 
ations. 
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CONTRACT  TOWERS — LOCATIONS  TO  CONVERT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  list  of  the  current  FAA  towers 
planned  for  conversion  to  contract  towers  in  fiscal  year  1994  and 
1995  and  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  FAA  employees  in  each  fa- 
cility. 

[Tlie  information  follows:] 

A  list  of  the  current  FAA  towers  planned  for  conversion  to  contract  towers  in  fis- 
cal year  1994  and  an  estimate  of  the  number  of  air  traffic  employees  (GS-2152)  in 
each  facility  is  provided  below.  The  FAA  towers  to  be  converted  in  fiscal  year  1995 
have  not  yet  been  identified. 

Name:  Current  staffing 

1.  Salina,  KS 6 

2.  Charlottesville-Albermarle,  VA  5 

3.  Hagerstown,  MD  10 

4.  Alton,  St.  Louis,  XL  8 

5.  Detroit  City,  MI  9 

6.  Cincinnati  Lunken,  OH  9 

7.  Groton,  CT 7 

8.  Hartford-Brainard,  CT  8 

9.  New  Haven,  CT 7 

10.  Westfield-Bames,  MA 7 

11.  Lewiston,  ID 6 

12.  Pocatello,  ID  7 

13.  Salem,  OR 6 

14.  GreenviUe,  SC  10 

15.  Isla  Grande,  PR  6 

16.  Meridian,  MS  9 

17.  Panama  City,  FL  10 

18.  Tuscaloosa,  AL  7 

19.  Brownsville,  TX 9 

20.  Alexandria/Esler,  LA  8 

21.  Stinson,  TX 10 

22.  Texarkana,  AR  10 

23.  Molokai,  HI  7 

24.  Palmdale,  CA  11 

25.  Salinas,  CA 7 

Note. — Some  of  these  towers  may  have  a  part-time  or  full-time  clerical  employee.  These  are 
not  included  in  the  staffing  numbers  provided.  Staffing  numbers  are  as  of  1/1/94. 

CONTRACT  TOWERS  NOT  MEETING  ESTABLISHMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  list  of  FAA  contract  tower  locations 
that  do  not  currently  meet  FAA  contract  tower  establishment  cri- 
teria, and  include  the  benefit-cost  ratio  for  each. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  is  a  list  of  FAA  Contract  Towers  that  do  not  meet  FAA  contract 
tower  establishmenVdiscontinuance  criteria.  Benefit/Cost  data  is  as  of  Sept.  30, 
1993,  except  where  indicated. 


Location  Identifies  B/C  ratio 

1.  Lewisburg,  WV 

2.  Cape  Girardeau,  MO  

3.  Pendleton,  OR  

4.  Valdosta,  GA  

5.  Hobbs,  NM 

6.  Westheimer,  OK 

7.  Gary,  IN  

8.  Marion,  IL 

9.  Martha's  Vineyard,  MA 

10.  Ardmore,  OK 


LWB 

0.46 

CGI 

0.40 

POT 

0.54 

VLD 

0.58 

HOB 

0.48 

OUN 

'0.66 

GYY 

'0.31 

MWA 

0.39 

MYV 

0.97 

ADM 

0.88 
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Location  Identities  B/C  ratio 


11.  Athens,  GA  AHN  ^0.41 


>  Data  as  of  Jan.  1994. 
'Data  as  of  Apr.  1994. 


LEVEL  I  TOWERS  NOT  MEETING  CRITERIA 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  list  of  FAA  Level  I  towers  that  do  not 
currently  meet  FAA  contract  tower  establishment  criteria,  and  in- 
clude the  benefit-cost  ratio  for  each. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  is  a  list  of  FAA  Level  I  tower  locations  that  do  not  meet  FAA  Con- 
tract Tower  establishment/  discontinuance  criteria.  Benefit/Cost  data  is  as  of  12/8/ 
93. 

location  Identifies  B/C  ratio 

1.  Monroe,  IN  BMG  0.34 

2.  Wheeling  Ohio  Co,  WV HLG  .51 

3.  Williamsport,  PA IPT  .52 

4.  Greenville  IntI,  MS GLH  .69 

5.  Joplln,  MO JLN  -78 

6.  St.  Joseph,  MO STJ  .91 

7.  Grand  Island,  NE GRI  .73 

8.  Columbia,  MO COU  '.73 

9.  Walla  Walla,  WA ALW  .70 

10.  Olympia,  WA  OLM  .86 

11.  Shreveport  Dtwn.,  LA DTN  .86 

12.  Drake  Field,  AR FYV  '  .88 

13.  Delaware  Co.,  IN MIE  .61 

14.  Twin  Falls,  ID  TWF  '  .98 

15.  Lake  Tahoe,  CA TVL  .71 

16.  Pago  Pago,  Amer.  Samoa TUT '■  ^-93 

>  FAA  Level  I  Nonradar  Approach  Controls — Before  nonradar  approach  control  Iwations  can  be  decommissioned,  their  Instrument  flight  rules 
separation  responsibilities  must  be  transferred  to  other  FAA  facilities.  This  action  will  cause  the  nonradar  locations  to  become  Level  I  Visual 
Right  Rules  towers  and  be  decommissioned. 

'Pago  Pago  IS  a  nonradar  approach  control  facility  which  provides  services  to  international  and  national  air  carriers  on  American  Samoa,  a 
U.S.  possession.  It  should  continue  as  an  FAA  tower  in  spite  of  not  meeting  criteria. 

STAFFING  AT  LEVEL  I  TOWERS  CONVERTED  TO  CONTRACT  TOWERS 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  any  controller  currently  in  a  Level  I  tower  lose 
their  job  when  the  tower  is  contracted  out? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Every  controller  currently  in  a  level  I  tower  will  be  offered  a  job  at  another  FAA 
air  traffic  facility.  No  controller  will  lose  a  job  because  his  or  her  tower  is  contracted 
unless  it  is  by  personal  choice. 

TOWER  STREAMLINING — IMPACT  ON  CONTROLLER  PAY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  percentage  of  current  FAA  controllers  affected 
by  the  tower  streamlining  program  will  receive  a  pay  cut  as  a  re- 
sult of  that  program?  What  percentage  are  likely  to  receive  a  pay 
increase? 

[The  information  follows:] 

All  FAA  controllers  currently  in  Level  I  towers  will  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
accept  a  higher  paying  position  at  another  FAA  air  traffic  facility  when  their 
present  towers  are  contracted.  Therefore,  0  percent  will  be  required  to  receive  a  pay 
cut  as  a  result  of  the  program  and  as  many  as  100  percent  could  receive  an  increase. 

This  does  not  preclude  the  possibility  that  a  few  employees  may  request  lateral 
reassignments  for  personal  reasons,  resulting  in  no  change  in  pay. 
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GRAND  PRAIRIE  AIRPORT — CONTRACT  TOWER  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  FAA's  March  4,  1994,  let- 
ter to  the  Director  of  Grand  Prairie,  Texas,  Municipal  Airport  re- 
garding their  qualification  as  a  candidate  for  inclusion  in  FAA's 
contract  tower  program. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA's  March  4,  1994,  letter  to  the  director  of  Grand  Prairie  (TX)  Mvinicipal 
Airport  is  as  follows. 


681 


<^ 


U.S.  Department  800  independence  Ave.,  S.W. 

of  Transportation  Washington,  D.C.  20591 

Federal  Aviation 
Administration 

M.^R  -4  1994 

Mr.  R.  T.  Miller 

Airport  Director,  Grand  Prairie 

Municipal  Airport 
3116  South  Great  Southwest  Parkway 
Grand  Prairie,  TX  75051 

Dear  Mr.  Miller: 

This  letter  conveys  the  current  status  of  Grand  Prairie  Municipal 

Airport  (F67)  as  it  pertains  to  qualifying  as  a  candidate  for  inclusion  in 

the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  Contract  Tower  (FCT)  Program. 

The  FAA  uses  establishment  criteria  as  the  primary  means  of  allocating  air 
navigation  facilities  and  airport  traffic  control  services.  The  criteria 
compare  the  present  value  of  tower  benefits  with  the  present  value  of  costs 
over  a  15-year  timeframe  using  activity  forecasts  to  develop  estimated 
benefits.  A  location  meets  benefit/cost  (B/C)  criteria,  when  in  addition  to 
having  a  control  tower  structure  that  meets  current  building  standards,  the 
B/C  analysis  reflects  a  ratio  where  benefits  exceed  costs  (reflected  by  a 
B/C  ratio  of  1.0  or  greater). 

A  B/C  analysis  utilizing  the  criteria  to  establish  an  FCT  operation  was 
applied  to  F57.  The  analysis  factored  in  the  cost  of  FCT  establishment,  as 
well  as  associated  tower  equipment  and  maintenance.  The  relevance  of  these 
factors  was  determined  by  utilizing  all  available  information,  as  well  as 
the  results  of  an  on-site  visit  paid  to  the  airport  by  representatives  from 
the  FAA's  Southwest  regional  headquarters.  Utilizing  these  factors,  the  B/C 
ratio  was  0.99. 

New  information  concerning  these  factors  recently  emerged.  Aviation 
Management  Associates,  Incorporated,  relayed  to  the  FAA  that  according  to 
the  city  of  Grand  Prairie,  the  existing  control  tower  structure  meets 
current  building  standards.  The  city  of  Grand  Prairie  agrees  to  be 
responsible  for  all  associated  costs  for  tower  equipment  and  maintenance. 
Finally,  compliance  with  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration,  or 
any  other  applicable  regulatory  organizations,  for  the  establishment  and 
operation  of  the  tower  as  an  FCT  also  remains  the  responsibility  of  the  city 
of  Grand  Prairie  or  its  contractors,  and  not  the  FAA. 

Taking  this  new  information  into  consideration,  a  new  B/C  analysis  was 
completed  on  January  12,  1994,  and  resulted  in  a  B/C  ratio  of  1.83.  The 
B/C  analysis  took  into  account  the  operation  of  a  contract  tower  and  did  not 
include  any  factors  for  FCT  establishment,  equipment,  or  maintenance  at  F67. 
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Based  upon  the  infonnation  submitted  to  the  FAA  by  Aviation  Management 
Associates,  Incorporated,  and  the  subsequent  results  of  the  latest  FAA 
B/C  analysis  completed  January  12,  1994,  FAA  is  willing  to  recommend  that 
F67  be  added  to  its  list  of  qualified  candidates  eligible  for  inclusion  into 
the  FCT  Program.  This  action  will  be  initiated  following  the  receipt  of 
written  confirmation  from  you  which  states  that  the  city  of  Grand  Prairie 
concurs  with  the  information  presented  to  the  FAA  by  Aviation  Management 
Associates,  Incorporated,  as  expressed  in  this  letter  and  agrees  to  perform 
according  to  said  information. 

Unfortunately,  due  to  budgetary  constraints  and  the  volume  of  requests  by 
airports  to  be  included  in  the  Program,  we  are  unable  to  make  any  further 
commitment  on  F67  at  this  time. 

Sincerely, 
Orlginaf  signed  by^ 

Rodman  D.  Bourne 

Acting  Director,  Air  Traffic  Plans  and 
Requirements  Service 

Enclosures 


cc:  ATR-1/I00(2)/I20{2),  ASW-500 
ATR- 120. 3 :JHarris: pah: 79176: 3/4/94 
FILE: 
N:\ADMIN\ATR120\JTH\MILLERA.GP 
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CONTRACTING  LEVEL  I  TOWERS — ^NATCA  LETTER 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  letter  to  the  committee,  the  National  Air  Traffic 
Controllers  Association,  NATCA,  says  if  the  FAA  carries  out  its 
plan  to  contract  out  Level  I  towers,  "towers  will  be  staffed  by  fewer 
controllers  and  will  operate  fewer  hours.  You  can  imagine  what  ef- 
fect these  reduced  services  will  have  on  businesses  that  depend  on 
the  airport  for  commercial  purposes."  Would  you  comment? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  Contract  Towers  (FCT)  will  be  staffed  according  to  the  demands  of  the  air 
traffic  activity  at  each  tower  location.  One  of  the  primary  advantages  of  the  FCT 
Progrsim  is  that  contractors  do  not  have  to  staff  for  the  administrative  and  collateral 
functions  required  at  FAA  faciUties  and  can  ac^ust  staffing  to  meet  seasonal  air 
traffic  demands. 

There  shoxild  be  no  reduction  in  the  hours  of  operation  when  an  FAA  Level  I 
tower  is  converted  to  contract  operation.  Hovu"s  of  operation  at  FAA  staffed  towers 
and  FCT's  are  determined  by  me  needs  of  that  particular  location  in  accordance 
with  FAA  regulations.  FAA  routinely  evaluates  both  FAA  staffed  towers  and  FCT's 
to  ensure  their  operating  hours  continue  to  satisfy  operational  needs  and  meet  FAA 
standards. 

CONTRACTING  LEVEL  I  TOWERS — EXPECTED  SAVINGS 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  specifically  do  you  expect  the  savings  to  come 
from  as  a  result  of  contracting  out,  particularly  if  controller  pay  is 
not  reduced? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  Contract  Tower  program  will  provide  significant  cost  savings  in  three 
areas:  Lower  tower  operating  costs,  reduced  hiring/training  requirements,  and 
avoidance  of  permanent  change  of  station  costs. 

Contract  towers  are  less  expensive  to  operate  due  to  flexibilities  and  efficiencies 
available  to  contractors  which  are  not  available  to  the  FAA.  For  example,  contrac- 
tors do  not  have  to  staff  for  the  collateral  functions  required  at  FAA  facilities,  thev 
have  lower  overhead  and  administrative  costs,  and  unlike  FAA,  they  have  the  abil- 
ity to  adjust  staffing  to  meet  seasonal  air  traffic  demands. 

Additional  savings  from  the  program  will  be  realized  through  reduced  hiring  and 
training  requirements.  Under  the  current  workforce  alignment,  approximately  1,000 
employees  occupy  positions  in  FAA  Level  I  towers.  As  these  towers  are  contracted, 
and  the  employees  relocate  to  higher  level  facilities,  the  FAA  will  be  reUeved  of  the 
requirement  to  hire  and  train  replacements. 

After  up-front  conversion  costs  are  fiilly  paid  through  employee  attrition,  the 
agency  will  save  an  average  of  $200,000  at  each  facility  converted  to  contract  oper- 
ation. 

DISTANCE  LEARNING 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA  has  recently  distributed  10  technical  training 
courses  on  CD-ROM  to  FAA  sites  around  the  country,  in  order  to 
lower  travel  costs  for  training.  What  is  the  FAA's  overall  plan  for 
greater  use  of  automation  technology  for  training? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  began  expanded  development  of  Computer  Based  Instruction  (CBI)  in  FY 
1989  by  agency-wide  distribution  of  ciurent  technology  CBI  terminals  (cxirrently 
about  1,000).  Previously,  an  older  technology  Plato  network  was  used  (from  at  least 
1985).  Using  current  multimedia  technology,  approximately  97  new  CBI  coiu*ses 
were  developed  through  FY  1993;  15  more  are  now  in  production  stages  and  more 
are  planned. 

FAA  is  studying  the  application  of  satellite  technology  to  deliver  a  portion  of  its 
technical  training.  Studies  include  a  market  survey,  cost  benefit  analysis,  and  a 
myriad  of  other  types  of  planning  associated  with  acquisition.  Teletraining  tech- 
nologies appear  to  offer  cost  effective  alternatives  to  the  conventional  way  of  con- 
ducting training.  In  keeping  with  the  National  Performance  Review  recommenda- 
tion is  there  is  a  way  to  "make  it  work  better,  and  cost  less,"  we  are  obligated  to 
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do  it.  However,  we  do  not  expect  to  have  travel  cost  savings  untU  full  implementa- 
tion of  the  Interactive  Video  Teletraining  or  Computer  Based  Instruction  system. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  savings  do  you  anticipate  from  this,  and  are  any 
savings  reflected  in  your  flscal  year  1995  budget  request? 
[The  information  follows:] 

No  savings  are  reflected  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  because  the  Cap- 
ital Investment  Program  (Project  56-02 — Distance  Learning)  is  planned  for  fiscal 
year  1996.  The  Cost  Benefit  Analysis  for  the  Distance  Learning  Program  estimates 
that,  over  the  ten-year  Ufe  cycle  of  the  project,  the  over-all  costs  (in  constant  1994 
dollars)  will  total  $85.2  million,  while  the  expected  benefits  over  the  same  period 
will  total  $197.5  million. 

BLUE  RIBBON  PANEL  REPORT  ON  PILOTS  AND  MAINTENANCE 

TECHNICIANS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  August  1993,  the  FAA  issued  a  report  titled  "Pilots 
and  Aviation  Maintenance  Technicians  for  the  Twenty  First  Cen- 
tury: An  Assessment  of  Availability  and  Quality."  Please  provide 
for  the  record  a  copy  of  the  executive  summary  of  that  report. 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  copy  of  the  requested  executive  summary  follows: 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

History 

The  air  transportation  industry  in  the  United  States  has  always  been  considered 
the  world's  leader.   It  continues  to  have  a  profound  impact  on  the  U.S.  economy, 
particularly  as  a  source  for  job  generation.  The  industry  is  a  diverse  one  that 
embraces  scheduled  and  non-scheduled  airlines,  regional  carriers  (commonly 
referred  to  as  "commuter  airlines"),  and  commercial,  on-demand  air  carriers 
(commonly  referred  to  as  "air  taxis")  provided  by  the  general  aviation  sector.   In 
addition  to  providing  services  to  the  traveling  public,  the  industry  employs  more 
than  one-half  of  a  million  pilots,  mechanics,  reservation  clerks,  and  other 
specialists.   It  is  also  closely  linked  to  the  nation's  economic  cycles,  and,  over  the 
past  6  decades,  its  labor  demands  have  continually  shifted  from  critical  shortage 
to  excess  supply.   In  spite  of  the  current  economic  recession,  a  deregulated 
industry,  and  rapidly  increasing  international  competition,  there  are 
approximately  6,200  aircraft  in  the  U.S.  airline  fleet,  and  an  additional 
57,000  aircraft  that  are  commercially  operated  by  the  other  sectors  of  the  air 
transportation  industry.    Although  technological  advances  have  reduced  the  size 
of  the  average  airline  flight  deck  crew  to  less  than  three,  the  overall  fleet  requires 
more  than  135,000  professional  pilots  and  143,000  aviation  maintenance 
technicians  (AMTs). 

Traditionally,  many  of  these  pilots  and  AMTs  have  received  their  initial  training 
from  the  military.    Data  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA) 
annual  forecast,  aviation  career  counseling  organizations,  manufacturers' 
projections  of  aircraft  orders,  and  other  sources  indicate  that  the  labor  needs  of 
the  industry  will  increase  by  18.5  percent  during  the  next  decade. 

Current  Assessment 

There  is  no  current  numerical  shortage  of  pilots  or  AMTs  and  it  is  apparent  that 
there  will  not  be  a  numerical  shortage  for  the  next  few  years.  There  is,  however, 
an  impending  shortage  of  pilots  and  AMTs  who  meet  the  qualifications 
necessary  to  operate  in  the  complex  aerospace  system  of  the  future.  Forecasts  of 
revenue  passenger  miles  (RPMs)  point  to  a  steadily  increasing  demand  for  pilots 
and  AMTs.   In  fact,  the  reduction  of  the  current  oversupply,  coupled  with  the 
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resumption  of  capacity  expansion,  indicates  that  if  history  is  allowed  to  repeat 
itself,  there  is  a  high  probability  that  there  will  also  be  another  numerical 
shortage  after  1995.  The  new  face  on  the  problem  will  be  to  fill  the  dearth  of 
qualified  applicants,  without  depending  on  the  usual  quantities  of  well  trained 
military  candidates.  Though  the  situation  is  not  critical  today,  it  can  become  so 
without  attention,  planning,  action,  and  intervention.   The  work  of  the  Blue 
Ribbon  Panel  (BRP),  set  forth  in  this  report,  provides  background,  conclusions, 
and  recommendations  for  action  that  will  ensure  our  continued  world 
leadership  in  aviation. 

Although  a  20-year  forecast  of  the  industry's  labor  requirements  may  not  be  exact, 
several  elements  are  uncontestable.  The  industry  is  cyclical;  from  the  time  the 
shortage  problem  was  identified  in  mid-1989  until  the  time  the  panel  was 
convened  in  April  of  1992,  the  situation  turned  from  a  pilot  and  AMT  shortage 
to  an  oversupply  situation.  One  element  of  this  is  the  ongoing  downsizing  of 
the  military  and  its  aviation-related  elements.   The  downsizing  is  producing  a 
surplus  of  pilots  and  AMTs  who,  with  minimal  transition  training,  can  fill 
commercial  sector  needs  over  the  next  few  years.   However,  because  their  skills 
will  diminish  if  not  used  on  the  job  and /or  they  will  find  permanent 
non-aviation  employment,  the  current  surplus  of  qualified  candidates  will  soon 
decline.    In  addition,  the  military  is  sending  fewer  candidates  through  its  flight 
and  maintenance  programs,  a  trend  that  will  adversely  affect  the  source  of 
available  commercial  sector  candidates  beyond  the  next  5  years.  Other  military 
factors,  including  an  increased  pilot  service  obligation  and  narrow  specialization 
of  maintenance  technicians,  will  also  adversely  affect  the  available  pool. 
Further,  demographic  predictions  indicate  that  fewer  young  people  will  be 
available.   Therefore,  the  industry  needs  to  invest  in  motivational  programs  that 
will  encourage  young  people  to  choose  aviation  as  a  career.  The  declining 
number  of  youths,  coupled  with  continued  aviation  industry  dependence  on 
"state  of  the  art"  technology,  also  requires  a  concentrated  effort  in  elementary 
and  secondary  school  systems  to  improve  high  school  graduates'  skills  in  science, 
math,  English  comprehension,  and  communications.    Otherwise,  those  who 
wish  to  fly  and  maintain  this  new  technology  equipment  will  have  difficulty 
qualifying  for  even  entry-level  employment;  nor  will  they  be  prepared  to  keep 
pace  with  its  development. 
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Pilots 


A  typical  non-military  career  path  requires  an  individual  to  obtiiin,  at  his/her 
own  expense,  a  commercial  certificate  through  a  collegiate  aviation  program,  a 
private  flying  school,  or  other  fixed  base  operator  (FBO)  type  of  training.  There 
are  no  minimum  educational  requirements  for  the  commercial  certificate,  but 
the  FAA  requires  a  minimum  of  250  hours  of  flight  time  (at  a  cost  of  up  to 
$40,000)  and  a  proficiency  examination.   Traditionally,  the  air  carriers  have 
required  additional  experience  before  a  candidate  would  be  hired,  but  the 
amount  of  "additional"  experience  has  depended  upon  the  existing  supply  and 
demand. 

In  the  past  decade,  several  exemplary  schools  have  patterned  their  curricula  after 
the  military  with  the  premise  that  disciplined  instruction  can  produce  qualified, 
mature  pilots.   However,  these  "ab  initio"  programs  often  lead  to  frustration 
because  the  air  carriers  and  unions  (and  government)  regard  flight  hours  as  the 
predominant  factor  in  assessing  experience.  This  emphasis  on  flight  hours  runs 
counter  to  proficiency-based  programs  conducted  by  a  number  of  foreign  carriers 
who  have  very  successful  results,  and  needs  to  be  reexamined  in  light  of  the 
future  demand  for  pilots.   The  panel  observed  that  many  of  the  nation's  flight 
training  schools  are  currently  operating  at  reduced  capacity  and  that,  with  a 
somewhat  bleak  outlook  for  their  graduates  over  the  next  few  years,  some  of 
them  may  close.  This  would,  of  course,  negatively  affect  any  future  ability  to 
expand  the  pilot  supply  when  the  demand  dictates. 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  advised  the  panel  that  the  25,000  pilots  and 
95,000  technicians  currently  in  the  military  will  be  reduced  by  30  percent  during 
the  next  5  years.  The  military  downsizing  will  adversely  affect  the  air  carrier 
pilot  supply,  because  for  some  air  carriers  80  percent  of  the  pilots  are  ex-military 
aviators  who  have  undergone  highly  selective  screening  before  their  military 
training,  are  team-oriented,  are  knowledgeable  of  technically  advanced 
equipment,  have  gained  6  to  -8  years  of  experience  in  mission-focused  flying 
activities,  and  —  most  importantly  —  require  little  extra  investment. 
Considering  the  current  surplus,  it  is  difficult  for  the  air  carriers  to  recognize  an 
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emerging  pilot  shortage,  especially  in  light  of  the  current  profitability  problenns 
facing  many  carriers. 

The  panel  concluded  that  there  are,  and  will  continue  to  be,  plenty  of  pilots  who 
meet  the  FAA  minimum  requirements  for  a  commercial  rating.    The  more 
pertinent  issue  is  the  question  of  quality  and  the  need  to  update  the  minimum 
training  standards  to  ensure  knowledge  of  computers,  human  factors, 
aeromedical  issues,  etc.,  in  light  of  increasingly  sophisticated  equipment.   Under 
current  standards,  a  civil  school  graduate  with  250  to  300  hours  of  flight  time  and 
a  commercial  certificate,  multi-engine  rating,  and  instrument  rating  has 
difficulty  becoming  employed  by  an  air  carrier  until  he/she  has  accumulated 
about  2,000  hours  of  flight  time  with  perhaps  500  of  those  hours  in  multi-engine 
aircraft.   Even  with  adequate  flying  hours,  civil  school  graduates  suffer  an 
experience  gap  when  competing  for  entry-level  air  carrier  flightcrew  jobs  against 
pilots  trained  in  the  military.  This  "gap"  is  discouraging  to  the  individual, 
probably  unnecessary,  and  a  waste  of  talent  (an  appropriate  transition  training 
program  could  eliminate  this  gap).  Another  negative  factor  is  the  expense  of  the 
training  because  very  few  loan  programs  exist.  Lack  of  funding  probably  drives 
away  many  talented,  would-be  pilots  who  cannot  meet  the  financial 
requirements  of  the  training. 


AMTs 

Although  the  military  has  never  been  the  primary  source  of  AMTs  for  civil 
aviation,  the  future  number  of  adequately  trained  technicians  is  likely  to  be 
insufficient  to  meet  the  air  transportation  industry's  increasing  demand. 
Military  AMTs  usually  have  expertise  in  highly  specialized,  narrow  Belds,  which 
requires  them  to  obtain  additional  training  in  the  civilian  training  environment 
before  they  can  meet  the  broad-based  experience  and  certification  requirements 
expected  of  a  civilian  AMT. 

The  majority  of  new-hire  AMTs  come  from  FAA-certificated  AMT  schools, 
where  they  have  received  15  to  18  months  of  structured  training  in  a  variety  of 
technical  subjects.    Although  the  FAA  recently  revised  the  curriculum 
requirements  for  these  schools,  the  new  curriculum  remains  broad-based  to  fit  a 
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variety  of  technical  disciplines,  and  it  may  not  give  AMTs  the  skills  and 
competencies  needed  to  maintain  the  increasingly  sophisticated  transport 
category  aircraft.  Therefore,  new-hire  AMTs  working  on  newer  aircraft  will  have 
to  master  skills  that  many  AMT  schools  do  not  offer,  if  they  are  to  become 
productive  members  of  air  transportation  teams. 

Thus,  the  industry  will  face  a  problem  with  AMTs  similar  to  the  problem  with 
pilots:   A  decreasing  supply  of  qualified  AMTs,  combined  with  increasing  skill 
and  experience  requirements,  will  yield  a  deficit  not  in  the  number  of  minimally 
qualified  individuab  but  in  the  number  with  the  necessary  skills  and  experience. 
This  gap  v^l  have  to  be  bridged  by  additional  focused  and  specialized  training. 
Europe  and  Asia  are  effectively  addressing  the  future  skills  shortages  and 
becoming  stronger  competitors,  causing  dramatic  increases  in  the  amount  of 
U.S.  work  done  in  foreign  repair  stations. 

Although  a  few  of  the  more  than  200  AMT  schools  have  correctly  read  the  job 
market  and  have  begun  offering  a  curriculum  that  includes  electronics,  avionics, 
modern  turbine  engines,  and  composites,  most  schools  have  not.  The  schools' 
efforts  to  offer  up-to-date  training  are  hindered  by  the  challenge  of  learning  the 
rapidly  changing  requirements  of  potential  employers.   Purchasing  the 
high-technology  equipment  and  funding  the  training  that  instructors  need  to 
prepare  students  for  the  job  market  is  an  even  greater  challenge.  AMT  schools 
must  work  closely  with  potential  employers  —  air  carriers,  repair  stations,  fixed 
base  operators  —  in  order  to  stay  abreast  of  the  industry's  latest  technology  and 
maintenance  requirements.   Also,  our  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  must  be 
consistently  monitored  and  updated,  keeping  pace  with  rapid  advances  in  the 
industry.  If  this  occurs,  the  schools  will  be  able  to  nnake  the  necessary 
investments  to  develop  training  and  skills  guidelines  that  supplement  the 
regulations  and  help  their  students  gain  the  skills  and  competencies  that  serve 
their  potential  employers'  needs. 

A  potentially  more  damaging  and  difficult  problem  AMT  schoob  must  face  b 
that  many  of  their  students  come  to  the  schoob  poorly  prepared  to  learn  the 
technical  subjects  that  AMTs  must  nrtaster.  Many  students'  basic  reading,  writing, 
and  mathematical  skills  are  so  deficient  that  they  must  undergo  remedial 
training  before  beginning  their  aviation  coursework.    In  several  of  the  countries 
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that  compete  with  the  U.S.  aviation  maintenance  market,  these  problems  do  not 
exist.  Just  the  opposite  is  true;  they  have  special  technical  secondary  schools, 
technical  education  programs,  and  apprenticeships  that  have  prevented  the 
problem  from  occurring. 

Currently,  the  average  annual  number  of  new-hire  AMTs  for  the  airline  sector  is 
approximately  12,000,  w^hile  the  need  in  general  aviation  for  new-hire  AMTs  will 
remain  negligible  until  about  1997.   By  2004,  the  average  annual  number  of 
new-hire  AMTs  for  the  airlines  will  increase  to  approximately  16,000  (a 
33  percent  increase),  and  3,000  to  5,000  (for  an  increase  in  the  10  to  17  percent 
range)  for  general  aviation.  The  current  system  may  be  inadequate  to 
accommodate  the  future  demand  for  the  quantity  and  quality  of  technicians. 

Minorities  and  women,  a  growing  force  in  the  VS.  population,  are  currently 
under-represented  in  aviation  occupations  and  should  be  encouraged  to  seek 
aviation  careers  to  correct  any  inherent  imbalance  and  also  to  compensate  for  the 
inevitable  shortage  of  18-  to  24-year-olds  in  the  workforce  that  will  occur  because 
of  the  1970s  "baby  bust." 

Aviation  training  is  often  lengthy  and  expertsive.    Although  some  financial 
assistance  is  available  to  AMT  trainees,  the  assistance  is  often  inadequate  to  fully 
train  candidates.  Scholarships,  grants,  and  low<ost  loans  must  be  increased  if 
motivated,  talented  individuals  are  to  be  available  for  aviation  occupations. 

Finally,  aviation  occupations  other  than  pilots  and  flight  attendants  receive  little 
publicity.  The  AMT  occupation  is  not  well  known  within  the  secondary  school 
system  and,  therefore,  is  seldom  regarded  as  a  desirable  career.  Very  few  efforts 
to  improve  this  situation  were  observed  by  or  reported  to  the  panel.   In  addition, 
even  with  pilot  careers,  school  guidance  systems  often  do  not  reach  students 
early  enough  in  their  academic  life  to  properly  prepare  them  for  the  job. 
Without  a  significant  improvement  in  these  efforts,  aviation  will  not  get  the  best 
and  brightest  AMT  candidates. 
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Conclusions 


It  has  been  said  by  some  thai  the  efforts  of  this  Panel  are  moot;  there  is  no 
shortage.  Others  have  stated  that  since  the  Panel  was  convened  by  the  previous 
Administration,  the  report  v/ill  receive  minimal  attention,  if  any.    The  hard 
work  and  dedication  of  this  panel  should  not  be  without  purpose.   Because  there 
is  no  current  crisis,  the  facts  in  this  report  simply  cannot  be  ignored  and  must  be 
taken  seriously.  This  conclusion  is  basic:  The  issues  presented  in  this  report 
must  not  be  allowed  to  become  critical.   Planning  for  and  taking  appropriate 
action  to  prevent  future  shortages  must  start  immediately. 

There  will  be  a  national  shortage  of  fully  qualified  pilots  and  AMTs  for  the 
period  of  1995  through  2010  unless  positive  action  is  taken  on  the 
recommendations  put  forth  by  this  Blue  Ribbon  Panel.   Such  action  has  obvious 
benefits  to  the  United  States  through  the  preservation  and  creation  of  jobs,  and 
the  protection  of  the  leadership  position  now  held  in  world  competition  for 
commercial  aviation  business.   The  Panel's  findings  are  derived  both  from 
research  and  information  presented  during  formal  briefings.   These  conclusions 
and  recommendations  clearly  establish  a  basis  for  constructive  change,  with  the 
assumption  that  action  is  taken  by  government  and  industry  without  delay. 

In  the  near  term  (3  to  5  years),  the  existing  pool  of  experienced  pilots  and  AMTs 
may  be  adequate  to  supply  the  needs  of  the  air  transportation  industry.  In  the 
long  term,  there  will  continue  to  be  adequate  numbers  of  pilots  and  AMTs 
meeting  minimum  qualifications  for  their  jobs  in  air  transportation,  but  it  is 
unlikely  that  enough  of  these  pilots  and  AMTs  will  have  the  proper  skills  and 
experience  to  provide  industry  with  sufficient  numbers  of  well  qualified 
personnel. 

The  fundamental  solution  to  this  anticipated  shortage  is  to  focus  education  and 
training  programs  on  meeting  the  demands  of  the  various  segments  of  the  air 
transf>ortation  industry.  The  key  to  achieving  this  solution  is  to  create  an 
industry,  school,  and  government  coalition  that  will  define  needs,  develop 
standards,  and  create  oversight,  thus  providing  the  industry  with  the  best  trained 
and  safest  aviation  personnel  in  the  world. 
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If  the  United  States  is  to  retain  its  position  as  the  world's  leader  in  the  field  of 
aviation,  and  maintain  the  associated  economic  strength  that  goes  with  it,  then 
the  Congress  must  pass  without  delay  appropriate  tort  reform  legislation. 
Further  delay  of  this  action  may  well  disrupt  the  foundation  and  structure  of  the 
light  aircraft  and  general  aviation  industry  to  an  extent  from  which  it  may  take 
many  years  to  recover. 


Recommendations 

The  panel  developed  a  list  of  recommendations  that  it  believes  will  improve  the 
quality  of  pilots  and  AMTs  and  ensure  that  adequate  quantities  will  be  available 
to  meet  future  demands.  Some  of  the  recommendations  are  general,  affecting 
both  groups,  and  others  relate  to  either  pilots  or  AMTs  exclusively.  The  panel 
has  also  suggested  appropriate  lead  action  organizations.   A  summary  follows. 

The  panel  is  also  aware  that  motivating  these  organizations  to  begin  planning 
and  to  take  action  will  not  happen  as  a  result  of  simply  reading  this  report.  The 
Congress,  through  appropriate  committees,  or  the  Department  of  Transportation, 
must  provide  for  oversight  to  ensure  that  these  recommendations  are 
implemented,  and  continually  reviewed,  to  prevent  the  cyclical  shortage 
situation  from  continuing  to  plague  the  air  transportation  industry.   A  summary 
follows: 

1.    The  panel  believes  strongly  that  increased  cooperation  and  an  exchange  of 
information  between  the  air  transportation  industry  and  pilot  and  AMT 
training  schools  is  necessary.  Therefore,  an  aviation  industry  coalition 
designed  to  improve  and  promote  partnerships  between  industry  and 
training  institutions  should  be  established.   This  coalition  would  provide: 

•  Closer  cooperation  between  industry  and  schools  to  create  a 
dialogue  in  which  training  requirements  and  career  opportunities 
are  relayed  to  the  schools. 

•  Opportunities  to  establish  student  internships  and  other 
work/educational  cooperatives. 
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•  opportunities  for  industry  and  the  DOD  to  make  state-of-theart 
equipment  and  training  aids  available  to  schools,  either  as  surplus 
or  as  donations. 

•  Aviation  education  programs  for  elementary  and  secondary  school 
teachers. 

•  Publicity  to  promote  a  positive  image  of  aviation  careers. 

•  Rewrite  the  AMT  description  in  the  Department  of  Labor's 
Dictionary  of  Occupational  Titles. 

•  Aviation  orientation  efforts  for  elementary  and  secondary  school 
students. 

•  Scholarship,  loan,  and  grant  assistance  to  pilot  and  AMT  candidates. 

•  Assistance  and  guidance  for  minorities,  disadvantaged  persoi\s,  and 
women  to  enter  the  aviation  field.  This  could  be  accomplished  by 
creating  separate  aviation  career  interest  sections  in  affirmative 
action  and  minority  hiring  programs. 

Suggested  membership  to  represent  pilot  interests  in  this  coalition  would 
include  the  Air  Line  Pilots  Association  (ALPA),  the  Air  Transport 
Association  (ATA),  Aircraft  Owners  and  Pilots  Association  (AOPA),  the 
Allied  Pilots  Association  (APA),  the  DOD,  the  FAA,  the  General  Aviation 
Manufacturers  Association  (GAMA),  the  National  Air  Transportation 
Association  (NATA),  the  Regional  Airline  Association  (RAA),  and  the 
University  Aviation  Association  (UAA). 

Suggested  membership  to  represent  AMT  interests  in  this  coalition  would 
include  the  Aircraft  Electronics  Association  (AEA),  the  Aeronautical 
Repair  Station  Association  (ARSA),  ATA,  the  Aviation  Technician 
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Education  Council  (ATEC),  the  DOD,  the  FAA,  GAMA,  the  International 
Association  of  Machinists  and  Aerospace  Workers  (lAMAW),  NAT  A,  the 
Professional  Aviation  Maintenance  Association  (PAMA),  RAA,  and 
UAA. 

ACTION:  FAA 


Convene  a  pilot  training  advisory  board  consisting  of  air  transportation 
industry  and  pilot  training  school  representatives  to  provide  a  continuing 
forum  to  devise  performance-based  standards  for  entry-level  air  carrier 
and  air  taxi  pilots.  Training  organizations  could  use  these  standards  to 
prepare  pilots  for  careers  in  air  transportation,  and  the  industry  would 
benefit  from  enhanced  training. 

This  board  would  help  air  transportation  "users"  and  "trainers" 
communicate  their  mutual  needs.   It  also  would  provide  an  opportunity 
for  interested  parties  to  examine  all  professional  pilot  certification  and 
training  issues  on  a  continuing  basis. 

ACTION:  FAA 


3.    Develop  a  detailed  plan  to  establish  a  national  civilian  pilot  training 
program  to  be  implemented  at  such  time  as  private  sector  resources  are 
unable  to  satisfy  the  demand  for  well-trained,  highly  qualified  pilots.  This 
program  should  be  operated  by  a  competitively  selected  contractor  or  team 
of  contractors  and  located  at  a  suitable  inactive  military  facility  or  other 
site  as  determined  by  the  Department  of  Transportation  (IX)T).  The 
program  should: 

•  Provide  high  quality  ab  initio  training  and  related  ground  school 
courses  for  beginning  pilot  candidates  as  well  as  an  air  transport 
pilot  transition  course  for  those  candidates  meeting  specified 
training  and  experience  criteria. 

•  Include  thorough  screening  and  selection  of  candidates. 
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•  Provide  a  test  bed  for  educational  and  training  research. 

•  Facilitate  the  entry  of  qualified  women  and  minorities.     ^ 

•  Provide  for  adjustment  of  the  influx  of  students  on  an  annual  basis 
as  a  means  to  balance  the  cyclical  variations  in  demand  for  high 
quality  transport  pilots. 

The  structure  of  the  program  should: 

•  Require  an  oversight  board  of  directors  representing  a  consortium 
of  air  carriers  and  education/training  institutions. 

•  Provide  for  both  basic  training  (i.e,  through  the  commercial  pilot 
certificate  and  instrument  rating)  and  advanced  training  (turbojet  or 
turboprop)  for  transition  to  air  carrier  entry. 

•  Encourage  industry-funded,  tax-deductible  scholarships  for  qualified 
applicants. 

•  Provide  low  interest  loans  to  students  for  payback  upon 
employment. 

ACTION:  DOT 


The  Panel  believes  strongly  that  the  Congress  must  enact  legislation 
designed  to  provide  relief  from  excessive  product  liability  awards,  which 
would  allow  VS.  manufacturers  to  resume  production  of  training  aircraft 
at  a  reasonable  cost.  This  would  make  the  United  States  more 
competitive  with  foreign  manufacturers,  which  are  currently  a  principal 
source  of  new  general  aviation  and  training  aircraft  used  in  the  United 
States. 

ACTION:  U.S.  Congress 
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5.    Examine  ways  in  which  pilot  training  methods  can  be  improved  and 
training  costs  can  be  reduced,  including: 

•  Increasing  the  use  of  low-cost  simulation  methods  for  pilot  training 
to  reduce  total  flight-hour  requirements.   This  should  enhance  the 
quality  of  training  and  reduce  the  amount  of  flight  time  necessary  to 
obtain  pilot  certificates  and  ratings. 

•  Fostering  the  development  of  U.S.-built,  low-cost  training  aircraft. 

•  Investigating  the  effects  of  aging  on  existing  training  aircraft,  with 
an  emphasis  on  ensuring  their  continued  airworthiness. 

ACTION:  FAA 


Because  a  baccalaureate  degree  reflects  an  excellent  preparation  for  the 
intellectual  demands,  knowledge,  and  tasks  required  of  a  professional 
pilot,  it  should  be  considered  a  desirable  factor  in  the  pilot  screening  and 
selection  process  for  entry-level  air  carrier  pilots. 

ACTION:  Employers  and  UAA 


7.    Ensure  that  the  following  regulatory  initiatives  for  AMTs  are  taken: 

•  As  there  is  no  certification  requirement  beyond  a  current  Airnnan's 
Certificate  (A&P)  to  teach  in  Part  147  schools,  instructional 
standards  and  quality  are  often  questioned.  Establish  qualification, 
certification,  and  recurrent  training  requirements  for  ir\structors 
who  teach  in  FAR  Part  147  approved  AMT  schools. 

•  Conduct  j)eriodic  re-registration  of  AMTs  to  provide  vital 
information  about  U.S.-certificated  maintenance  personnel  and  to 
provide  these  personnel  with  safety  and  training  information. 
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•  Support  the  FAA-developed  Advanced  Standards  Initiative  as  a 
means  of  training  AMTs  to  a  higher  level  of  expertise,  beyond  the 
AMT  of  today.  This  must  be  done  in  order  to  develop  advanced 
AMTs  with  the  skills  necessary  to  maintain  our  increasingly 
sophisticated  fleet. 

ACTION:  FAA,  DOT 


8.    Initiate  intervention  into  the  public  school  system,  primarily 

kindergarten  to  12th  grade,  to  better  prepare  all  students  in  basic  math, 
science,  and  English  compreheruion.   This  is  essential  for  AMTs  but 
is  also  an  educational  standards  issue  and  must  be  addressed  at  the 
national  level. 

ACTION:  US.  Congress,  Department  of  Education 


9.    Motivate  industry  participation  in  aviation  cooperatives  and 

partnerships.   Make  "bottom  line"  tax  credits  available  to  private  industry 
for  cooperative  jobs/education  progranrts  and  for  AMT  candidate  and 
instructor  training. 

ACTION:  U.S.  Congress 


10.  Industry  cooperation  and  participation  in  the  regulatory  process  is 

essential  to  providing  meaningful,  effective,  and  up>-to-date  regulations. 
Information  gleaned  from  the  "work  a  day"  world  must  be  a 
consideration  in  determining  the  adequacy  of  rules.   E<^sure  continued 
regulatory  review  of  aviation  issues  that  affect  the  quality  of  pilots  and 
AMTs  by  supporting  the  Aviation  Rulenuiking  Advisory  Committee 
(ARAC)  or  similar  review  mechanisms.   This  support  is  essential  to 
ensure  that  training  and  certification  requirements  renuiin  up  to  date. 

ACTION:  FAA,  DOT.  US.  Congress 
Executive  Summary  xix 
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11.  Provide  financial  assistance  to  professional  pilot  and  AMT  candidates, 
including: 

•  Guaranteed  loans  and  scholarships  through  the  FAA  Airway 
Science  Program  or  another  designated  program. 

•  Priority  consideration  for  under-represented  and  minority  groups 
through  affirmative  action  progran\s. 

Schools  providing  pilot  and  AMT  training  to  minorities  and  women 
should  receive  Federal  incentives  and  grants  to  assist  with  recruitment, 
tutoring,  career  placement,  and  scholarships. 

ACTION:  FAA 


12  Initiate  legislative  efforts  to  provide  pilot  and  AMT  training  schools  with 
priority  notification  and  receipt  of  available  surplus  military  and  Federal 
property.   Although  much  Federal  surplus  property  is  made  available, 
most  of  it  is  claimed  by  state  and  local  government  interests  before  it  is 
made  available  to  the  general  public.  Legislation  would  allow  the  schools 
to  receive  much-needed  state-of-the-art,  or  at  least  recent,  hardware, 
software,  and  training  courseware  from  Federal  sources  either  free  or  at 
greatly  reduced  costs. 

ACTION:  DOT 


13.  Industry  must  have  motivation  to  create  partnerships  with  schools  and 
the  candidate  delivery  system.   Incentives,  in  the  form  of  "bottom  line  tax 
credits,"  will  help  create  a  climate  where  it  is  to  industry's  advantage  to 
host  internships  and  cooperative  AMT  candidate  and  instructor  training. 

ACTION:  U.S.  Congress 
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VOCATIONAL  TECHNICAL  TRAINING  INSTITUTION  GRANTS 

Mr,  Carr.  This  report  concluded,  "the  future  number  of  ade- 
quately trained  technicians  is  likely  to  be  insufficient  to  meet  the 
air  transportation  industry's  increasing  demand"  and  that  FAA  cer- 
tified AMT  schools  "may  not  give  AMTs  the  skills  and  competencies 
needed  to  maintain  the  increasingly  sophisticated  transport  cat- 
egory aircraft." 

Given  these  statements  in  the  FAA's  own  study,  why  did  the 
agency  propose  rescission  of  the  $750,000  provided  in  fiscal  year 
1994  to  improve  educational  opportunities  for  AMTs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  rescission  was  proposed  because  there  are  enough  trained  personnel  to  meet 
the  need  for  maintenance  technicians  and  there  are  numerous  private  training  pro- 
grams. There  is  no  need  to  duplicate  these  private  training  programs  and  neither 
the  FAA  nor  the  aviation  industry  needs  additional  trained  aircraft  mechanics.  In 
addition,  advanced  training  of  air  carrier  maintenance  technicians  is  currently  paid 
for  by  industry.  If  this  type  of  training  is  to  be  handled  by  vocational  technical  insti- 
tutions, private  industry  should  be  called  up  to  support  it  to  ensure  such  an  initia- 
tive is  viable  and  beneficial. 

BLUE  RIBBON  PANEL  REPORT  ON  PILOTS  AND  MAINTENANCE 

TECHNICIANS 

Mr,  Carr.  What  are  the  major  air  carriers  doing  in  response  to 
the  findings  that  their  recruitment  base  for  pilots  and  maintenance 
technicians  may  be  drying  up  as  the  defense  business  downsizes? 

[The  information  follows:] 

To  our  knowledge,  the  major  air  carriers  have  not  made  any  concerted  effort  to 
address  the  report's  finding  that  their  recruitment  base  for  pilots  and  maintenance 
technicians  may  be  drying  up  as  the  defense  business  downsizes.  What  Uttle  hiring 
they  have  done  has  centered  on  recruiting  and  reinstating  former  pilots  and  techni- 
cians. 

EXPANDED  EAST  COAST  PLAN — EMPLOYEES  AFFECTED  BY  PAY  FREEZE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  list  of  the  titles  of  FAA  employees 
who  are  affected  by  the  pay  freeze  due  to  the  Expanded  East  Coast 
Plan  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  1994, 

[The  information  follows:] 
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FY  1993 

♦  Administrator 

♦  Deputy  Administrator 

♦  Regional  Administrator,  Eastern  Region 

♦  Chief  of  Staff 

♦  Deputy  Associate  Administrator  for  Air  Traffic 

♦  Deputy  Assistant  Administrator  for  Policy,  Planning  &  International  Aviation 

♦  Chief  Counsel 

♦  Director,  Office  of  Environment  and  Energy 

♦  Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Environment  and  Energy 

♦  Manager,  Air  Traffic  Division,  Eastern  Region 

♦  Manager,  NY.  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center 

♦  Manager,  N.Y.  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control 

♦  Assistant  Manager  for  Resource  Management,  N.Y.  Terminal  Radar  Approach 
Control 

♦  Acting  Manager,  System  Management  Branch,  Air  Traffic  Division,  Eastern  Region 

♦  Supervisor,  Traffic  Management  Procedures  Section,  System  Management  Branch, 
Air  Traffic  Division,  Eastern  Region 

♦  Manager,  Office  of  Air  Traffic  System  Management,  Environmental  Issues  Branch 

♦  Environmental  Speciahst,  Office  of  Airport  Planning  and  Programming,  Community 
and  Environmental  Needs  Division 

♦  Environmental  Specialist,  Office  of  Environment  and  Energy,  Policy  and  Regulatory 
Division 

♦  Attorney/ Advisor  (General),  Office  of  the  Chief  Counsel,  Environmental  Law  Branch 

FY  1994 

♦  Regional  Administrator,  Eastern  Region 

♦  Chief  of  Staff" 

♦  'Acting  Assistant  Administrator  for  Policy,  Planning  and  International  Aviation 

♦  Deputy  Associate  Administrator  for  Air  Traffic 

♦  Director,  Office  of  Environment  and  Energy 

♦  Deputy  Director,  Office  of  Environment  and  Energy 

♦  Manager,  Air  Traffic  Division,  Eastern  Region 

♦  Acting  Manager,  System  Management  Branch,  Air  Traffic  Division,  Eastern  Region 

♦  Manager,  Office  of  Air  Traffic  System  Management,  Environmental  Issues  Branch 

♦  Supervisor,  Traffic  Management  Procedures  Section,  Air  Traffic  Division,  Eastern 
Region 
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NEW  JERSEY  FINAL  EIS 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  expected  to  issue  a  final  EIS  in  this 
matter  by  January  29,  1994  with  a  record  of  decision  around  March 
2,  1994.  Were  these  dates  met?  If  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  had  every  intention  of  completing  the 
EIS  as  qxiickly  as  possible.  The  timing  of  the  release  was  delayed  because  of  the 
need  to  extend  the  comment  period  nimierous  times  to  accommodate  requests  from 
the  Governor  of  New  Jersey,  the  Port  Authority  of  New  York  and  New  Jersey,  and 
the  New  Jersey  Coalition  Against  Aircraft  Noise.  The  comment  period  finally  closed 
November  23,  1993.  A  total  of  369  days  was  allowed  to  receive  comments  from  inter- 
ested parties.  The  FAA  expects  to  release  the  Final  EIS  in  the  very  near  future. 

CONTRACT  MAINTENANCE  CONVERSION  TO  IN-HOUSE  MAINTENANCE 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  FAA  provided  a  fact  sheet  to  the  com- 
mittee which  indicated  that  the  agency  would  review  its  mainte- 
nance contracts,  seek  to  identify  all  work  which  could  be 
transitioned  to  in-house  maintenance,  and  provide  schedule  and 
pricing  estimates  for  that  transition.  Has  that  work  been  com- 
pleted, and  if  so,  what  are  your  recommendations  for  conversion  to 
in-house  maintenance? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  hardware  maintenance  contracts  for  fiscal  year  1994  have  been  reviewed. 
Recommendations  for  in-house  maintenance  conversion  are  as  follows: 

1.  On-site  maintenance  for  ICSS  and  AWOS.  The  conversion  of  on-site  mainte- 
nance for  AWOS  was  completed  on  April  1,  1994.  The  conversion  of  on-site  mainte- 
nance for  remaining  ICSSs  is  underway  and  will  be  completed  during  FY  1995  with 
the  upgrade  of  selected  types  and  the  development  of  required  maintenance  docu- 
mentation. 

2.  Depot  repair  of  selected  types  of  ICSSs.  The  conversion  of  the  depot  repair  of 
Type  III  ICSSs  manufactured  by  Denro,  Inc.  will  be  accomplished  in  FY  1995  with 
the  upgrade  of  these  systems. 

3.  Operation  and  on-site  maintenance  of  the  Model  1  FSAS  Full  Capacity  AWPs. 
The  conversion  of  operations  and  on-site  maintenance  for  the  AWPs  is  currently  un- 
derway and  will  be  completed  by  December  1994. 

4.  We  are  reviewing  current  methods  to  determine  if  in-house  maintenance  would 
provide  long-term  cost  efficiencies. 

IG  REPORT — SMOKE  IN  THE  COCKPIT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General  report  No.  E5-FA-4-002,  dated  November  1993  regarding 
FAA's  airworthiness  directive  on  smoke  in  the  cockpit. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Inspector  General  issued  the  November  1993  report  in  response  to  a  hothne 
complaint  alleging  the  FAA  refused  to  enforce  existing  regulations,  thereby  violating 
Federal  law,  and  FAA  officials  made  false  statements  regarding  equipment  manu- 
factured by  the  Vision  Safe  Corporation.  The  OIG  determined  FAA  complied  with 
existing  regulations  and  did  not  violate  Federal  laws,  and  no  evidence  was  found 
indicating  5ie  FAA  officials  made  false  statements  regarding  the  certification  of  the 
complainant's  device. 

As  additional  information,  following  is  a  March  11,  1994  letter  from  the  OIG  to 
the  President  of  Vision  Safe  Corporation  on  this  same  issue.  The  OIG  determined 
that  FAA  has  taken  appropriate  action  regarding  hazards  associated  with  smoke  in 
the  cockpit.  The  OIG  re-emphasized  that  FAA  has  not  ignored  the  serious  hazard 
of  pilot-vision  loss  due  to  dense,  continuous  smoke  in  the  cockpit.  Based  on  the 
OIG's  review,  they  advised  the  Vision  Safe  Corporation  that  the  lack  of  evidence 
linking  the  condition  of  pilot-vision  loss  to  aircraft  accidents  does  not  warrant  fur- 
ther attention  by  FAA  at  this  time. 


702 

MAP    i    !    icjqy] 


Mr.   Bert  Werjefelt 

President 

Vision  Safe  Corporation 

P.O.   Box  5011 

Kaneohe,   HI     96744-5011 

Dear  Mr.  Werjefelt: 

Following  your  review  of  our  report  entitled:  "Federal  Aviation 
Administration  Smoke  in  the  Cockpit,"  you  raised  additional  points  in 
telephone  conversations  with,  and  documentation  provided  to,  my  staff. 
You  continue  to  cite  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  failure 
to  take  necessary  action  to  correct  the  unsafe  condition  of  pilot-vision 
loss  due  to  dense,  continuous  smoke  in  the  cockpit.  Specifically,  you 
focused  our  attention  on  two  points  not  covered  in  our  report:  (1)  a 
newspaper  article  reported  a  major  aircraft  manufacturer  considered 
"smoHe"  the'  suspected  cause  of  seven  accidents,  and  (2)  FAA's 
regulations  concerning  "smoke"  are  conflicting.  Based  on  the  results  of 
our  additional  review,  we  continue  to  find  FAA  has  taken  appropriate 
action  regarding  hazards  associated  with  smoke  in  the  cockpit. 

To  respond  to  these  two  additional  points,  we  performed  further  work 
to  supplement  our  original  report  (copy  enclosed) .  We  discussed 
relevant  issues  with  a  major  aurcraft  manufacturer  and  the  FAA 
engineers.  We  also  reviewed  the  additional  documentation  you  provided, 
as  well  as  additional  documentation  obtained  from  the  aircraft 
manufacturer  and  FAA. 

Concerning  the  newspaper  article  on  the  major  manxifacturer,  the 
June  25,  1991,  article  quoted  an  aircraft  manufacturer  as  saying  "... 
on  its  jets  alone  in  the  past  three  decades  there  have  been  seven 
accidents  in  which  smoke  in  the  cockpit  was  a  suspected  cause."  When 
we  attempted  to  get  further  information  from  this  manufacturer,  a 
manvxfacturer's  representative  denied  the  statement's  accuracy.  He 
stated  smoke  was  not  the  cause  of  accidents  involving  the 
manufacturer's  airplanes,  adding  the  manufacturer  had  unsuccessfully 
attempted     to     determine     the     source     of     the     statement.  Without 

confirmation  from  the  manufacturer,  we  did  not  pursue  this  issue 
further. 
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Concerning    conflicting    FAA    regulations,    you    cited    an    excerpt    from    a 
letter   written   by   the   FAA   Administrator  stating   FAA    does   not   enforce 
the     regulation     for     conditions    of     "dense     continuous     smoke."         You 
maintain    this    statement    conflicts    with   Advisory    Circular    (AC)    25-9A — 
Smoke   Detection,    Penetration,  and   Evacuation   Tests   and   Related   Flight 
Manual    Emergency    Procedur-i-s—which    prescribes     the     use    of    "smoke 
displacement    equipment"    to    eliminate    the    unsafe    conditions    of    loss    of 
pilot    vision    when    there    is    dense,    continuous    smoke    in    the    cockpit. 
Furthermore,  you  stated  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,   Title  14,   Part 
39,    requires    FAA    to    issue   an    airworthiness    directive    (AD)    when    an 
unsafe    condition    exists.        Therefore,    in    your    view,     FAA    should    be 
consistent  and  take  the  AD  action  to  protect  a  pilot's  vision  from  dense, 
continuous  smoke  in  the  cockpit. 

The  referenced  AC  provides  guidelines  to  conduct  certification  tests 
relating  to  smoke  detection,  penetration,  and  evacuation.  AGs  offer 
methods  of  demonstrating  compliance  with  the  applicable  airworthiness 
requirements.  They  do  not  constitute  regulations  and  are  not  intended 
to  require  anything  beyond  that  specifically  required  by  the 
regulations.  The  AC  25-9.A  was  a  "draft"  AC  issued  for  public 
comment.  FAA  amended  the  AC  based  on  the  analysis  of  public 
comment,  and  the  "official"  AC  25-9A  no  longer  contradicts  the 
regulations. 

As  indicated  in  our  original  report,  FAA  has  not  ignored  the  serious 
hazard  of  pilot- vision  loss  due  to  dense,  continuous  smoke  in  the 
cockpit.  FAA  recently  performed  an  evaluation  of  existing  technologies 
to  evacuate  smoke  from  the  cockpit.  FAA  reviewed  accident  and 
incident  records  from  several  agencies  including  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board's  (NTSB)  "Accident  and  Incident  Data 
System"  and  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration's 
"Aviation  Safety  Reporting  System."  However,  FAA  did  not  find  any 
indication  existing  regulations  and  guidance  resulted  in  an  unsafe 
condition. 

In  addition,  FAA  performed  a  review  of  regulations  and  certification 
requirements  to  determine  any  appropriate  further  action  to  ensure  a 
pilot's  critical-vision  needs.  FAA  found  no  hard  evidence  any  accidents 
resulted  from  loss  of  vision  or  from  other  related  causes,  such  as  lack 
of  proper  protective  breathing  equipment  and  accessory  equipment  to 
protect  the  eyes  from  the  effects  of  irritating  smoke  and  fumes.  As 
previously  reported,  FAA  has  taken  action  in  response  to  the  accidents 
cited  in  the  information  you  provided  including: 
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(1)  improvements  in  protective  breathing  eqiiipment  for  the  flight 
crew, 

(2)  installation  of  smoke  detectors  in  the  lavatories,   and 

(3)  rulemaking  to  improve  fire-fighting  capability. 

The  FAA's  findings  were  consistent  with  those  of  NTSB.  Although 
NTSB  also  acknowledges  the  serious  hazard  of  smoke  in  the  cockpit,  the 
NTSB  investigations  have  not  found  smoke  in  the  cockpit  of  transport 
category  airplanes  caused  any  specific  accident.  Moreover,  based  on 
prior  work  by  my  office  (e.g.,  inspection  of  the  FAA's  responsiveness 
to  suspected  aircraft  maintenance  and  design  problems),  we  found  the 
FAA's  actions  regarding  the  condition  of  pilot-vision  loss  due  to  dense, 
continuous  smoke  in  the  cockpit  consistent  with  its  overall  policy  for 
correcting  maintenance  and  design  problems. 

Based  on  our  review,  the  lack  of  evidence  linking  the  condition  of 
pilot-vision  loss  to  aircraft  accidents  does  not  warrant  further  attention 
by  FA  A  at  this  time.  If  you  have  further  questions,  please  feel  free  to 
call  me  on  "  (202)  366-1454,  or  my  Deputy,  Toni  Dawsey,  on 
(202)  366-9858. 

Sincerely, 

Wilbur  L.   Daniels 
Assistant  Inspector  General 

for  Inspections  and  Evaluations 

Enclosure 
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FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
SMOKE  IN  THE  COCKPIT 


INTRODUCTION 

This  report  responds  to  a  hotline  compleunt  dated  March  10,  1993, 
regarding  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's  (FAA)  failure  to  issue 
an  airwortMness  directive  (AD)^  to  ensure  pilot  vision  when  there  is 
dense,  continuous  smoke  in  the  cockpit.  Specifically,  the  complednant 
alleges  (1)  FAA  refused  to  enforce  existing  regulations,  thereby 
violating  Federal  law,  and  (2)  FAA  officials  made  false  statements 
regarding  equipment  manufactured  by  the  Vision  Safe  Corporation. 


BACKGROUND 

According  to  Federal  Aviation  Regulation  (FAR)  25.831(d),  smoke 
removal  is  n6cessary  if  smoke  accumulates  in  the  cockpit.  The 
complainant  believes  current  equipment  and  capabilities  on  aircraft  are 
inadequate  to  satisfy  this  regulation  and  cites  12  sdrcraft  accidents 
occurring  between  1970  and  1991,  linked  to  dense,  continuous  smoke  in 
the  cockpit.  Furthermore,  the  complainant  believes  the  use  of  his 
company's  device,  made  of  transparent  material  that  can  be  inflated  to 
fill  the  space  between  the  pilot's  safety  goggles  and  the 
windshield/instrument  panel  in  the  event  the  cockpit  fills  with  smoke, 
satisfies  the  regulation.  Since  FAA  has  not  mandated  the  use  of  his 
device,  the  complednant  edleges  the  agency  is  violating  Federal  law. 

According  to  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  Title  14  Part  39,  the  FAA 
Administrator  is  responsible  for  issuing  an  AD  when  em  unsafe  condition 
exists.  To  fulfill  this  responsibility,  FAA  engineers,  with  knowledge  of 
professional  aerospace  engineering  concepts,  research  identified 
problems,  then  take  appropriate  action  based  on  the  evidence.  Some  of 
the  actions  taken  by  FAA  in  response  to  the  12  accidents  cited  by  the 
complainant  include: 


^FAA   regulation   requiring  a   mandatory  aircraft  inspection,    repeiir,    or 
modification  within  a  specified  time. 
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•  improvements     in     protective     breathing    equipment     for     the 
flight  crew, 

•  installation  of  smoke  detectors  in  the  lavatories,  and 

•  rulemaking  to  improve  fire-fighting  capability. 

On  September  20,  1991,  the  National  Transportation  Safety  Board 
(NTSB)  Chcdrman  responded  to  letters  received  from  the  compleiinant 
recommending  FAA  promulgate  a  rule  that  pilots  be  able  to  see  at  all 
times  during  dense,  continuous  smoke.  The  NTSB  Chairman  replied 
"...  the  FAA  would  be  unUkely  to  adopt  such  a  rule  without 
considerable  studies  to  assure  that  the  rule  was  warranted  and  that 
compliance  was  practical  without  introducing  new  hazards." 
Furthermore,  the  NTSB  Chairman  beheved  it  would  be 
"...  inappropriate  to  make  the  recommendation  .  .  .  because  it  would 
be  tantamount  to  recommending  the  endorsement  and  selection  of  a 
specific  product,  which  is  contrary  to  NTSB's  poUcy." 

On  March  29,  1993,  the  FAA  Administrator  responded  to  the 
complainant's  letters  [independent  of  the  Office  of  Inspector  General 
(OIG)  review]  regarding  the  smoke  in  the  cockpit  issue.  After 
reviewing  the  accidents  and  incidents  cited  by  the  complaiinant ,  the 
Administrator  determined  the  complainant's  smoke-displacement  device 
did  not  remove  smoke  from  the  cockpit  as  required  by  FAR  25.831(d). 
An  AD  mandating  this  device,  therefore,  was  deemed  unnecessary. 


PREVIOUS  COVERAGE 

On  October  20,  1993,  OIG  issued  a  draft  inspection  report  on  FAA's 
responsiveness  to  suspected  cdrcraft  maintenance  and  design  problems. 
This  report  found  FAA  performed  extensive  analysis  on  airline-reported 
incidents  of  smoke  in  the  aircraft  but  found  no  evidence  to  support 
issuance  of  an  AD. 


FINDINGS  AND  DISCUSSION 

In  conducting  the  inquiry,  we  discussed  relevant  issues  with  the 
complainant  and  the  FAA  engineers.  We  also  reviewed  documentation 
provided  by  the  complainsint  and  the  FAA  files  relating  to  the 
allegations.     The  following  is  a  discussion  of  our  findings. 
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ALLEGATION  1:      FAA  officials  refuse  to  enforce  existing  regulations, 
thereby  violating  Federal  law. 


Finding:         FAA  complied  with  existing  regulations. 

The  compladnant  proposed  issuance  of  an  AD  to  require  installation  of 
his  smoke-displacement  device  in  aurcraft.  FAA  did  not  agree  that  the 
compladnant's  smoke-displacement  device  meets  the  requirements  of  FAR 
25.831(d),  because  the  device  does  not  remove  smoke  from  the  cockpit. 
In  addition,  FAA  disagreed  with  the  complainant  that  use  of  his  device 
would  have  altered  the  outcome  of  the  12  accidents.  FAA  research 
determined  some  of  the  accidents  cited  by  the  complsunant  involved 
"bomb"  explosions  or  flight  crews  not  following  prescribed  procedures. 
In  other  accidents,  the  crew  had  sufficient  visibility  to  safely  land  the 
aircraft  without  using  a  special  smoke-displacement  device.  Therefore, 
FAA  did  not  issue  an  AD  to  require  installation  of  a  smoke-displacement 
device  in  the  aircraft. 

OIG  determined  the  FAA's  actions  were  consistent  with  its  policy  for 
correcting  maintenance  and  design  problems.  While  the  complainant  may 
disagree  with  the  FAA's  decision,  the  agency  acted  in  accordance  with 
Federal  laws. 


ALLEGATION  2:     FAA       ofHcials       falsely       stated       the       equipment 
manufactured  by  the  complainant  is  not  FAA-certified. 


Finding;  No  evidence  was  found  indicating  the  FAA  officials  made 
false  statements  about  the  complainant's  smoke-displacement  device  not 
being  certified. 

The  complainant  contends  FAA  officials  have  falsely  told  his  customers 
(i.e.,  airlines)  that  his  eqmpment  is  not  FAA-certified  and  is  only  for 
experimental  and  developmental  purposes.  In  response,  FAA  reports  it 
advised  airlines  the  complainant's  smoke-displacement  device  can  be 
used  if  it  does  not  interfere  with  other  equipment,  but  no  FAA-certified 
device  exists  to  remove  smoke  from  the  cockpit.  While  the  FAA's 
statements  are  true,  the  agency  should  ensure  the  airlines  understand 
the  complainant's  device  is  FAA-certified — although  not  for  the  purposes 
required  by  Federal  regulation  (e.g.,  removal  of  smoke  in  the  cockpit). 
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CONCLUSION 

In  summary,  GIG  determined:  (1)  FAA  complied  with  existing 
regulations  and  did  not  violate  Federal  laws,  and  (2)  no  evidence  was 
found  indicating  the  FAA  officials  made  false  statements  regarding  the 
certification  of  the  complainant's  device. 


i 
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FAA  REPORT  ON  IN-FLIGHT  COCKPIT  SMOKE  EMERGENCIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  FAA's  report  to  the  committee 
dated  May  15,  1992  regarding  in-flight  cockpit  smoke  emergencies. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  May  15,  1992  report  on  FAA's  findings  following  a  review  of  regulations  and 
certification  requirements  in  order  to  determine  what  action  shoiild  be  taken  to  en- 
sure that  pilots  critical  vision  needs  are  not  obscured  is  enclosed. 

Also  enclosed  is  a  copy  of  an  October  25,  1993  report  as  a  resiilt  of  the  require- 
ment in  Section  207  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety,  Capacity,  Noise  Improve- 
ment, and  Intermodal  Transportation  Act  of  1992,  PubUc  Law  102-581.  In  this  re- 
port, FAA  was  directed  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  quantities  of  smoke  in  aircraft 
cockpits,  evaluate  the  efficiency  of  existing  technologies  to  evacuate  smoke  from  the 
cockpit,  and  estimate  the  installation  costs  of  such  technologies  for  the  commercial 
airline  fleet. 

[Clerk's  note. — ^Due  to  the  length  of  the  1993  study,  all  but  the 
executive  summary  has  been  removed  from  the  record,  and  is  re- 
tained in  the  Committee  files.] 
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REPORT  TO  CONGRESS 

Safety  Impact  of  In-Flight 
Cockpit  Smoke  Emergencies 


Washington.  D.C    20591  Report  o(  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

pursuant  to  Senate  Report  102-148  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for  FY  1992 
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USDeDOrrmeril  ■■  onee  oMhe  Administrator  80:  inoeDenaence  Ave    SW 

Of  Transp^oton  was.no;=-.  D  C  20591 

Federal  Aviation 
Administration 

MAY  I  5  1992 

The  Honorable  William  Lehman 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Transportation 

Committee  on  Appropriations 

House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

The  enclosed  report  is  submitted.-  in  response  to  provisions  in 
Senate  Report  102-148  on  the  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for  FY  1992,  concerning  the 
safety  impact  of  in-flight  cockpit  smoke  emergencies.   The 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  was  asked  to  report  on 
its  findings  following  a  review  of  regulations  and 
certification  requirements  in  order  to  determine  what  action 
should  be  taken  to  ensure  that  pilots'  critical  vision  needs 
are  not  obscured. 

Identical  reports  are  being  provided  to  Chairman  Lautenberg, 
Senator  D'Amato,  and  Representative  Coughlin. 


Sincer 


Barry  Lambert  Harris 
Acting  Administrator 

Enclosure 


i 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

This  report  has  been  prepared  in  response  to  language  in 
Senate  Report  102-148  on  the  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act  for  FY  1992.   The  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  was  requested  to  report  on  its 
findings  following  a  review  of  regulations  and  certification 
requirements  in  order  to  determine  what  action  should  be  taken 
to  ensure  pilots'  critical  vision  needs  are  not  obscured. 

BACKGROUND 

There  have  been  very  few  incidents  involving  smoke  in  transport 
category  airplanes  which  have  resulted  in  the  vision  of  the 
flightcrew  being  reduced  to  the  point  where  accidents  and  loss 
of  life  have  resulted.   In  the  two  cases  of  which  we  are  aware, 
there  is  no  hard  evidence  that  the  accidents  resulted  from  loss 
of  vision  or  from  other  related  causes,  such  as  lack  of  proper 
protective  breathing  equipment  (PBE)  and  accessory  equipment  to 
protect  the  eyes  from  the  effects  of  irritating  smoke  and 
fumes.   It  is  likely  that  fire  in  the  airplane  cockpit  may  have 
incapacitated  the  flightcrew,  resulting  in  loss  of  control. 

On  November  3,  1973,  there  was  a  fatal  accident  in  Boston, 
Massachusetts,  involving  a  Boeing  Model  707  freighter  airplane. 
Investigation  of  this  accident  prompted  the  National 
Transportation  Safety  Board  (NTSB)  to  evaluate  PBE  used  by  a 
number  of  air  carriers.   The  NTSB  reported  that  smoke  goggles 
used  by  several  air  carriers  did  not  adequately  protect 
crewmembers  from  smoke  and  certain  smoke  goggles  in  use 
appreciably  restricted  the  wearer's  vision.   The  NTSB 
recommended  that  all  transport  category  airplanes,  regardless 
of  date  of  certification,  be  required  to  comply  with  current 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations  (FAR)  on  protective  breathing 
equipment  (§25.1439),  and  that  all  smoke  goggles  presently  in 
use  be  inspected  to  ensure  that  they  comply  with  FAR  §25.1439. 
One  of  the  NTSB  findings  was  that  initial  certification  smoke 
testing  did  not  consider  procedures  for  evacuation  of 
continuously  generated  smoke,  and  the  presence  of  dense  smoke 
in  the  cockpit  was  cited  as  a  contributory  factor  in  the 
accident.   This  airplane  was  certificated  long  before  the 
current  certification  procedures  regarding  smoke  testing  were 
adopted.   Further,  the  crew  elected  to  overfly  several  airports 
which  would  have  been  suitable  for  landing.   Airplane  flight 
manuals  in  use  today  require  immediate  landing  at  the  nearest 
suitable  airport  whenever  smoke  or  fire  is  detected  on  the 
airplane. 

On  September  23,  1983,  a  fatal  accident  occurred  in  Abu  Dabi 
involving  a  Boeing  737.   An  incendiary  device  apparently 
detonated  in  the  forward  cargo  compartment  resulting  in  a  fire 
which  propagated  into  the  forward  passenger  cabin  and  possibly 
the  cockpit.   The  crew  reported  the  fire,  and  the  cockpit  voice 
recorder  indicated  that  the  crew  called  for  oxygen.   The 
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airplane  crashed  in  the  desert  in  a  near  level  attitude  and  was 
still  pressurized.   Due  to  extensive  fire  damage,  it  is  not 
knovm  whether  lack  of  visibility  in  the  cockpit  was  a  problem 
or  if  other  factors  led  to  the  impact. 

DISCUSSION 

While  there  have  been  a  number  of  cases  where  fire  in  the 
airplane  cabin  or  cargo  compartments  has  resulted  in  smoke  in 
the  cockpit,  only  the  cases  cited  suggest  the  loss  of 
visibility  as  a  factor. 

To  address  concerns  regarding  PBE  and  its  ability  to  protect 
the  flight  crewmembers  from  smoke  and  fumes,  the  FAA  has  worked 
to  ensure  that  the  equipment  required  to  be  installed  in 
transport  category  airplanes  provides  adequate  protection. 
Effective  July  6,  1987,  §121.337  .of  the  FAR  was  revised  to 
require  a  new  class  of  PBE,  which  is  referred  to  as  crewmember 
protective  breathing  equipment.   A  technical  standard  order, 
which  establishes  minimum  performance  standards  for  this  PBE, 
was  issued  in  March  1990.   This  equipment  provides  improved 
protection  for  crewmembers  in  the  presence  of  smoke  or  toxic 
fumes  and  additional  airflow  needed  when  the  crewmembers  are 
required  to  fight  in-flight  fires.   A  change  to  the 
certification  rules  to  parallel  the  FAR  Part  121  rule  change  is 
currently  being  proposed  through  the  rulemaking  process. 

Advisory. Circular  (AC)  25-9,  "Smoke  Detection,  Penetration,  and 
Evacuation  Tests  and  Related  Flight  Manual  Emergency 
Procedures,"  dated  July  29,  1986,  discusses  hazards  associated 
with  the  accumulation  of  smoke  in  the  cockpit.   Paragraph  4e(2) 
of  the  AC  states  the  following: 

Incidents  of  fire  or  smoke  that  cannot  be 
extinguished  continue  to  occur.   Smoke  and  fire 
procedures  should,  therefore,  be  formulated 
considering  that  the  fire  or  smoke  exposure  may 
be  continuous.   Smoke  from  fires  in  cargo  or 
equipment  located  in  inaccessible  locations 
should  be  considered  to  be  continuous,  in 
particular.   Continuous  smoke  from  equipment 
bays,  equipment  cooling  systems,  the  cockpit, 
and  cargo  compartments  should  be  considered 
reasonably  probable  because  these  compartments 
have  so  many  potential  sources  of  smoke  or  have 
a  history  of  fire  or  smoke  occurrences. 

The  smoke  evacuation  test  procedures  for  determining  compliance 
with  FAR  §25. 831(d)  are  typically  designed  to  measure  the  time 
necessary  to  clear  the  cockpit  of  smoke  after  the  pilot's  view 
is  obscured,  without  any  further  smoke  being  generated.   This 
procedure  is  intended  to  measure  the  capability  of  the  smoke 
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clearance  procedures  against  a  standard  test  condition.   If  the 
tests  are  run  with  smoke  being  generated  continuously,  the  rate 
at  which  the  smoke  is  introduced  into  the  cockpit,  along  with 
other  variables  such  as  smoke  density,  heat,  and  particulate 
size,  must  be  considered.   These  numerous  variables  tend  to 
make  each  test  unique  and  make  it  difficult  for  the  FAA  to 
establish  a  standard  for  compliance.   Section  25.831(d)  states: 
"If  accumulation  of  hazardous  quantities  of  smoke  in  the 
cockpit  area  is  reasonably  probable,  smoke  evacuation  must  be 
readily  accomplished,  starting  with  full  pressurization  and 
without  depressurizing  beyond  safe  limits."   The  AC  states  that 
smoke  is  to  be  generated  in  the  cockpit  until  the  cockpit 
instruments  are  obscured,  at  which  point  smoke  generation  is 
terminated.   The  crew  then  initiates  the  Airplane  Flight  Manual 
procedures  for  smoke  evacuation.   The  equipment  and  procedures 
are  considered  to  meet  the  requirements  if  the  smoke 
concentration  is  reduced  within  3  minutes  so  that  any  residual 
smoke  does  not  distract  the  flightcrew  or  interfere  with 
operations  under  instrument  flight  rules  or  visual  flight 
rules.   This  procedure  allows  the  smoke  evacuation  capability 
to  be  measured  against  a  known  standard.   This  demonstrated 
capability  provides  sufficient  smoke  evacuation  reserve  to 
enable  the  flightcrew  to  retain  sufficient  visibility  of  both 
the  flight  instruments  and  the  outside  world  to  continue  safe 
flight  and  landing,  even  when  a  probable  continuous  smoke 
source  is  present.   This  is  partially  based  upon  the  fact  that, 
in  a  real-world  event,  the  pilots  would  not  wait  until  the 
instrument  conspicuity  is  non-existent,  but  would  initiate 
smoke  evacuation  procedures  at  the  first  sign  of  smoke  in  the 
cockpit. 

Airplanes  tested  in  accordance  with  AC  25-9  have  not  had  a 
history  of  incidents,  and  we  have  no  data  to  indicate  they 
might.   The  airflow  available  to  evacuate  smoke  that  penetrates 
or  originates  in  the  cockpit,  combined  with  the  PBE  installed 
to  provide  protection  for  the  flightcrew  from  the  effects  of 
the  smoke  which  can  be  present,  is  considered  to  provide  an 
acceptable  level  of  safety.   A  requirement  to  install  and 
maintain  a  piece  of  equipment  in  the  cockpit  of  modern 
transport  airplanes  to  provide  vision  enhancement  does  not 
appear  warranted.   When  proposing  new  airworthiness 
regulations,  the  FAA  must  be  able  to  justify  the  increased 
costs  associated  with  the  rule  change  based  on  the  benefit  of 
lives  saved  in  combination  with  the  value  of  the  airplane (s) 
which  might  be  involved  in  potential  accidents. 

SUMMARY 

No  airplanes  certificated  since  the  AC  was  published  have  been 
lost  due  to  the  inability  of  the  flightcrew  to  see  the 
instruments  or  view  the  outside  world  through  the  windshield. 
We  see  no  indication  that  such  an  event  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  occur.   Under  the  Regulatory  Flexibility  Act,  new 
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regulations  must  be  shown  to  have  a  favorable  cost/benefit 
ratio.   We  believe  a  rule  change  would  be  difficult  to  justify 
when  the  costs  of  certificating,  installing,  and  maintaining  a 
new  piece  of  equipment  are  considered.   The  existing 
regulations,  combined  with  the  guidance  contained  in  the  AC, 
provide  a  cockpit  environment  that  enables  the  pilot  to  land 
the  airplane  in  situations  where  smoke  is  present  in  the 
cockpit. 
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U  S  Department 
of  Transpof  taiKXi 

Federal  Aviation 
Administration 


REPORT  TO  CONGRESS 

Smoke  in  the  Cockpit 
of  Transport  Category 
Airplanes 


Washington,  D.C.  20591         October  1993 


Report  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
pursuant  to  Section  207  of  the  Airport  and 
Airway  Safety,  Capacity,  Noise  Improvement, 
and  Intermodal  Transportation  Act  of  1992 
(P.L.  102-581) 
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U&  Department  Office  of  ttie  Admlntstrator  800  Independence  Ave .  SW. 

orifanspCXWmon  Washmgion.  O  C  2059l 

fsderal  Aviatton 
Admlnistrotion 


OCT  2  5  1993 

The  Honorable  Norman  Y.  Mineta 
Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works 

and  Transportation 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  DC   20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

The  enclosed  report  is  submitted  in  response  to  the  rec[uirement 
in  Section  207  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  Safety,  Capacity, 
Noise  Improvement,  and  Intermodal  Transportation  Act  of  1992, 
Public  Law  102-581.   The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 
was  directed  to  report  to  the  Congress  on  the  effect  quantities 
of  smoke  in  the  cockpit  of  em  aircraft  would  have  on  a  pilot's 
vision.  As  required,  FAA  has  evaluated  existing  technologies 
to  evacuate  sqoke  from  the  cockpit,  determined  whether  action 
should  be  initiated  to  change  current  regulations,  and 
estimated  the  cost  of  installation  for  the  commercial  airline 
industry. 

Identical  letters  have  been  sent  to  Chairman  Hollings, 
Senator  Danforth  and  Congressman  Shuster. 

Sincerely, 


! 


David  R.  Hinson 
Administrator 


Enclosure 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

This  report  has  been  prepared  in  response  to  the  Airport  and 
Airway  Safety,  Capacity,  Noise  Improvement,  and  Intermodal 
Transportation  Act  of  1992,  Public  Law  102-581.   Section  207  of 
the  Act  requires  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  to 
evaluate  the  effects  of  quantities  of  smoke  in  aircraft  cockpits, 
evaluate  the  efficiency  of  existing  technologies  to  evacuate 
smoke  from  the  cockpit,  and  estimate  the  installation  costs  of 
such  technologies  for  the  commercial  airline  fleet.   The  FAA  has 
reviewed  accident  and  incident  records  from  several  agencies  and 
has  not  found  any  indication  that  existing  regulations  and 
guidance  have  resulted  in  an  unsafe  condition.   Notwithstanding 
that  finding,  two  methods  of  coping  with  smoke  which  is 
continuously  generated  and  accumulates  in  the  cockpit  have  been 
reviewed.   The  first  of  these  is  a  "smoke  chute,"  which  allows 
controlled  smoke  venting  from  the  cockpit.   The  second  is  a  smoke 
displacement  device  which  provides  a  restricted  path  from  the 
pilot's  smoke  goggles  to  a  small  set  of  critical  flight 
instruments  and  a  limited  area  of  the  windshield.   The  estimated 
cost  of  the  first  method  is  $23.5  million  over  a  10-year  period. 
The  estimated  cost  of  the  second  method  is  $70  million  over  the 
same  period.   The  installation  of  a  smoke  displacement  device  has 
the  added  disadvantage  that  it  does  not  evacuate  smoke  from  the 
cockpit,  which  is''  required  by  FAA  safety  regulations,  and  its  use 
may  adversely  affect  safety  because  the  flightcrew  may  spend  time 
locating  and  activating  the  device  rather  than  locating  and 
eliminating  the  source  of  the  smoke.   The  FAA  has  not  identified 
an  unsafe  condition  that  warrants  the  expenditure  of  these 
amounts  of  money,  and  has  determined  that  in  the  second  method, 
there  is  no  evidence  that  the  the  device  would  have  been 
beneficial  in  preventing  any  of  the  accidents  and  incidents 
studied. 
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IG  AUDIT  ON  PROCUREMENT  PRACTICES  OF  NAS  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  summary  of  IG  audit  AS- 
FA-4-006,  dated  February  9,  1994,  and  the  FAA's  response  to 
those  findings. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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A  UDIT  OF  FUNDING  AND 
PROCUREMENT  PRACTICES  OF 
THE  OFFICE  OF NAS  PROGRAM 

MANAGEMENT  SERl^CE 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Report  .\'o.  AS-FA-4-006  Februnry-  9,  1994 


Conclusions 

The  Office  of  NAS  Program  Management  Service  (AP.M),  uithin  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  did  not  always  charge  travel 
costs  to  the  correct  appropriation,  and  items  were  purchased  for  staff 
members  that  gave  the  perception  of  being  gifts.  In  addition,  internal 
controls  over  small  purchase  transactions  were  not  implemented.  These 
conditions  occurred  because  management  did  not  follov;  established 
policies  and  procedures  or  pi"o\nde  adequate  oversight.  As  a  result, 
appropriation  fund  balances  did  not  accurately  reOect  ti-avel  costs,  and 
APM  does  itot  liave  assurances  that  only  authorized  goods  and  ser\ices 
were  acquired,  prices  paid  were  reasonable,  and  General  Services 
Administration  schedules  were  fully  considered. 

Monetary  Impact 

Although  there  is  no  immediate  monetary^  impact,  implementing  the 
report's  recommendations  will  strengthen  APM's  controls  over  funding 
travel  and  procuring  small  purchases. 
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Recommendations 

V.'e  recommended  that  the  Associate  Administrator  for  System 
Engineering  and  Development  instruct  APM  management  officials  on  their 
responsibilities  to  comply  with  established  policies  and  procedures  for 
charging  travel  costs  to  the  correct  appropriation,  ensure  purchases 
are  directly  related  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  office's  mission  and 
not  for  personal  convenience,  and  comply  with  small  purchase 
procedures.  We  also  recommended  that  the  Associate  Administrator 
report  the  administrative  functions  of  APM  as  an  assessable  component 
under  the  Federal  Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act. 

Management  Position 

FAA  concurred  with  the  recorniiiendations  and  has  either  taken  action  or 
planned  corective  actions  that  are  fully  i-esponsive. 
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APPENDIX 
(A  Daees) 


o!l;onspoiioiion 
F»<J«rot  Avkjrton 


Repty  to 
Ann,  01. 


ItJrORMflTlON:  OIG  Draft  Report  on  the  Audit 

of  Funding  and  Procurement  Practices  of  the 
Office  of  NAS  Program  Management  Service 

f.om   Assistant  Administrator  for  Budget 
and  Accounting 

To   D:rector,  Office  of  Aviation  and  Surface 
Transportation  Audits,  OA-10 

As  reqi'ss'ed  by  your  November  5  menorandu",  we  have  reviewed  the  subject 
Office  of  Inspector  General  (OIG)  audit  report.  Our  comments  are 
provided  in  the  attachment. 

The  audit  report  contains  eight  recommendations.  We  fully  concur  with 
seven  recor^mendations  and  concur  with  com~€nt  on  one  recommendation.  Our 
planned  corrective  actions  with  estimated  co::ipletion  dates  for 
ir.plementing  the  eight  audit  recommendations  are  provided  in  the 
attachment. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  draft  report  and  request 
that  you  incorporate  our  comments  in  any  final  report  that  you  may  issue. 


Nicholas  S.  Stoer 

Attachment 
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Altarlimciil 


Federal  Aviation  Adminislration  (FAA)  Position  on  Recommendations  Conlainod  in 

the  Office  of  Inspector  General  (QIC)  Draft  Report  on  the  Audit 

of  the  Funding  and  Procurement  Practices  of  the 

Office  of  NAS  Program  Hanaqement  Service  (APH) 

FINDING  -  Improvements  Needed  in  Funding  and  Procurement  Practices: 

APM  did  not  always  charge  travel  costs  to  the  correct  appropriation.  Also, 
small  purchases  were:  (1)  purchased  for  both  personal  convenience  and  to 
satisfy  the  personal  desire  of  an  official  or  employee;  (2)  split  to  avoid  the 
imprest  fund  dollar  limitation;  and  (3)  not  made  from  required  sources  of 
supplies.  In  addition,  vouchers  for  reimbursement  through  the  imprest  fund 
did  not  contain  proper  documentation,  show  evidence  of  separation  of  duties, 
or  correctly  identify  the  object  classification  code.  These  conditions 
occurred  because  management  did  not  follow  established  policies  and  procedures 
or  provide  adequate  oversight.  As  a  result,  appropriation  fund  balances  did 
not  accurately  reflect  travel  costs  and  APM  does  not  have  assurances  that  only 
authorized  goods  and  services  were  acquired,  prices  paid  were  reasonable,  and 
General  Services  Ad-inistration  (GSA)  schedules  were  fully  considered.  OIG 
recom.-nends  the  Associate  Administrator  for  System  Engineering  and  Developrnent: 

OIG  Recommendation  1:  Instruct  APH  management  on  their  responsibilities  of 
complying  with  policies  and  procedures  established  in  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  (CFR)  41,  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations,  and  FAA  orders  to 
ensure: 

a.  Travel  costs  are.  charged  to  the  appropriation  from  which  the 
traveler's  salary  is  funded  or  meets  the  exceptions  in  FAA  Order  2500.8A, 
Funding  Criteria  for  Operations,  Facilities  and  Equipment,  and  Research, 
Engineering  and  Development  Accounts. 

FAA  Response:  Concur.  In  a  memorandum  dated  May  27,  a  copy  of  FAA 
Order  2500. 8A  was  distributed  to  APM  management  along  with  specific  guidance 
directing  that  all  travel  funded  from  an  appropriation  other  than  the 
appropriation  from  which  the  traveler's  salary  is  funded  must  be  explicitly 
justified  and  documented  on  the  travel  order.  Additionally,  in  a  memorandun 
dated  August  31,  APM  management  requested  the  Office  of  Accounting  to  transfer 
incorrectly  charged  travel  costs  to  the  appropriate  appropriation. 
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b.  Purchases  are  directly  related  to  the  accomplishment  of  the  office's 
mission  and  not  for  personal  convenience. 

FAA  Response:  Concur.  A  team  composed  of  both  managers  and  program  analysts 
was  formed  to  develop  standard  operating  procedures  (SOP)  to  ensure  compliance 
with  CFR  ';i,  part  101-26.103,  Establishing  Essentiality  of  Requirements,  and 
FAA  Order  3450. 7E,  Incentive  Awards  Program.  The  target  date  for  completion 
of  the  SOP'S  is  January  31,  1994.  An  APH  all  hands  meeting  is  planned  in  the 
secoid  quarter  of  fiscal  year  (FY)  1994  to  discuss  the  SOP's  and  their 
imp! ications. 

c.  Incentive  awards  follow  guidelines  established  by  the  Incentive 
Awards  Prograrr;. 

FAA  Response:  Concur.  Refer  to  our  response  to  recommendation  l.b. 

d.  Purchases  over  the  imprest  fund  dollar  limitation  receive  special 
authorization  from  the  Accounting  Officer  or  are  made  through  the  correct 
small  purchase  method. 

FAA  Response:  Concur.  Imprest  fund  procedures  will  also  be  addressed  in  the 
SOP's  referenced  in  our  response  to  recommendation  l.b. 

e.  Vouchers  for  reimbursement  through  the  imprest  fund  are  properly 
dccur:ented  with  signatures  and  procurement  transactions  contain  required 
separation  of  duties  among  personnel. 

FAA  Response:  Concur.  ARM  has  already  implemented  imprest  fund  procedures 
which  require  separate  management  approval,  fund  certification,  and  proper 
documentation.  These  procedures,  in  addition  to  procurement  transaction 
procedures,  will  be  addressed  in  the  SOP's  referenced  in  our  response  to 
recommendation  l.b. 

f.  Object  classification  codes  correctly  identify  the  type  of  purchase 
made. 

FAA  Response:  Concur.  Refer  to  our  response  to  recommendation  I.e. 
Additionally,  in  a  memorandum  dated  August  25,  a  copy  of  the  object 
classification  codes  was  forwarded  to  all  APH  employees  for  their  subsequent 
use  in  coding  fiscal  documents. 
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OIG  Recommendation  2:  Instruct  the  Director  of  AHl  to  pari icipate  in  the  lAA 
program  that  allows  offices  to  continue  purchasing  through  the  GSA  catalog 
when  their  centrally  funded  account  is  expended. 

FAA  Response:  Concur  with  comment.  API1  became  a  participant  in  the  GSA 
program  during  FY  1993  and  would  have  done  so  earlier  if  the  guidance  provided 
to  program  offices  had  been  clearer.  Thus  far  in  FY  1994.  APM  has  already 
added  S5,000  to  its  centrally  funded  account. 

OIG  Reconmendation  3:  Report  the  administrative  functions  of  APM  as  an 
assessable  cor::ponent  under  the  Federal  Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act. 
Also,  schedule  risk  assessments  and/or  ranagement  control  evaluations  in  the 
Kanigeir.ent  Control  Plan  as  appropriate. 

FAA  Response:  Concur.  AP.".  will  include  these  components  in  the  FY  1994 
update  to  the  Manage-e.-Jt  Control  Plan  which  is  tentatively  scheduled  to  be 
submitted  to  the  Department  in  March  1994.  With  respect  to  your  observation 
regarding  the  Research,  Engineering  and  Developir.ent  (R,  E&D)  funding  of  API'.'s 
Information  Resource  Management  Branch,  APM  recognizes  that  it  is  more 
appropriate  to  fund  these  five  positions  based  on  the  nature  of  the  workload 
and  appropriation  supported  (i.e.,  R,  E&D,  Facilities  and  Equipment,  or 
Operations).  APM  will  review  the  positions'  workload  and  make  the  appropriate 
funding  changes  in  future  budget  submissions. 


728 


FAA  HEALTH  BENEFITS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  summarize  FAA's  budget  for  health  benefits  for 
employees  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1989  through  1995,  by  appro- 
priation, and  show  the  total  percentage  change  for  each  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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CONTROLLER  WORK  FORCE  END-OF-YEAR  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  line  graph  showing  end  of  year  em- 
ployment for  your  controller  work  force  for  fiscal  years  1992-1995  1 
[The  information  follows:]  "J 
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FIELD  MAINTENANCE  WORK  FORCE  END-OF-YEAR  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  similar  graph  for  your  field  mainte- 
nance work  force. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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FIELD  MAINTENANCE  WORK  FORCE 
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BILL  LANGUAGE:  PROVISION  OF  AVIATION  SERVICES 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  new  bill  language  in  fiscal  year 
1995  which  would  allow  operating  funds  to  be  used  for  "the  provi- 
sion of  aviation  services."  Why  is  this  new  language  needed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

For  fiscal  year  1995,  in  FAA's  operations  appropriation,  we  are  requesting  that 
the  phrase  "provision  of  aviation  services  including  the"  be  inserted  as  follows  in 
the  clause,  "provided,  that  there  may  be  credited  to  this  appropriation  funds  re- 
ceived ...  for  expenses  incurred  in  the  provision  of  aviation  services,  including  the 
maintenance  and  operation  of  air  navigation  facilities  and  for  issuance,  renewal  or 
modification  of  certificates,  [etc.]" 

The  purpose  of  this  language  is  to  broaden  the  category  of  fee  receipts  that  would 
be  available  for  use  in  FAA's  operations  account. 

The  new  language  would  permit  use  of  fees  received  from  such  FAA  activities  as 
seminars  to  educate  aviation  medical  examiners  (when  these  fees  are  established), 
recording  aircraft  security  interest  conveyances,  and  providing  copies  of  aircraft  reg- 
istration documents. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  OVERTIME  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  24,  why  are  you  projecting  that  air  traffic 
overtime  hours  will  rise  in  fiscal  year  1994  after  several  years  of 
decline? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995,  we  are  projecting  an  increase  in  overtime 
usage  due  to  the  training  required  for  new  Capital  Investment  Plan  equipment  asso- 
ciated with  the  Voice  Switching  Communication  System  and  the  Advanced  Automa- 
tion System.  Overtime  will  be  reqixired  to  backfill  for  controllers  that  are  undergoing 
training  in  the  new  systems. 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  recent  staffing  standards  study,  it  is  indicated 
that  overtime  is  monitored  as  one  signal  of  staffing  imbalance. 
l3oes  the  rise  in  overtime,  from  281,200  hours  in  fiscal  year  1993 
to  357,100  in  fiscal  year  1994,  indicate  greater  staffing  imbalances? 

[The  information  follows:] 

No,  the  fiscal  year  1993  actual  overtime  fell  below  the  fiscal  year  1993  estimated 
overtime  and  below  the  fiscal  year  1992  actual  overtime  used.  The  fiscal  year  1994 
and  fiscal  year  1995  overtime  estimates  are  based  on  the  actual  fiscal  year  1992 
overtime.  In  fact,  at  357,100  hours  in  fiscal  year  1994,  overtime  represents  less  than 
one  percent  of  controller  workforce  labor.  Overtime  usage  is  projected  to  increase 
starting  in  fiscal  year  1995  as  new  systems  such  as  the  Voice  System  Communica- 
tion System  and  Initial  Sector  Suite  System  come  on  line.  Overtime  will  be  required 
to  backfill  for  controllers  undergoing  training  for  the  new  systems. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  ASSISTANTS 

Mr.  Carr.  By  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995,  you  expect  to  have  220 
air  traffic  assistants.  This  reflects  a  steady  decline  from  the  550  at 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1991.  What  are  the  roles  and  responsibilities 
of  this  position  and  how  can  the  FAA  accommodate  such  reduc- 
tions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Air  Traffic  Assistant  position  was  developed  shortly  aft«r  the  1981  air  traffic 
controller  strike.  The  purpose  of  the  position  was  to  supplement  the  Air  Traffic  Con- 
troller position  with  non-controller,  administrative-type  assistance  until  the  control- 
ler work  force  could  be  rebuilt.  The  controller  work  force  is  now  fully  staffed  and 
no  longer  requires  augmentation  by  Air  Traffic  Assistants.  The  Air  Traffic  Assistant 
positions  are  being  abolished  except  for  the  flight  data  communications  functions  in 
each  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center  (ARTCC).  This  function  will  require  eleven 
flight  data  specialists  (former  Air  Traffic  Assistants)  at  each  of  20  ARTCC's.  That 
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is  the  total  220  Air  Traffic  Assistants  referred  to  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  sub- 
mittal. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  STAFFING  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  justifications  indicate  that  most  of  the  staffing  re- 
duction in  air  traffic  is  the  result  of  contracting  out  certain  low-ac- 
tivity control  towers.  However,  on  page  26  you  indicate  that  99  po- 
sitions are  being  deleted  in  fiscal  year  1995  from  your  en  route  cen- 
ters. What  are  these  positions? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  reduction  is  planned  to  decrease  staffing  disparities  between  our  en  route 
centers  and  towers.  It  is  also  part  of  our  streamlining  plan  to  reduce  the  number 
of  first  line  supervisors  in  order  to  improve  our  employee  to  supervisor  ratio. 

This  staffing  redistribution  does  not  impact  personnel  working  in  operational  posi- 
tions. 

CONTROLLER  WORK  FORCE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  graph  depicting  a  chronological  his- 
tory of  the  controller  work  force  from  fiscal  years  1981  through 
1995  utilizing  the  raw  data  on  page  27  of  the  justifications. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Controller  Work  Force  (CWF) 


Years 


CWF  Empli 

yment 

FY  81 

6,575 

FY  82 

12.117 

FY  83 

13,084 

FY  84 

13,714 

FY  85 

13,998 

FY  86 

14,803 

FY  87 

15,433 

FY  88 

16,436 

FY  89 

16,832 

FY  90 

17,226 

FY  91 

17,721 

FY  92 

17,982 

FY  93 

17,688 

FY  94  Est. 

17,523 

FY  95  Est. 

17,300 
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ADP  STREAMLINING 

Mr.  Carr.  In  various  parts  of  the  budget,  the  justifications  de- 
scribe savings  from  "ADP  streamlining."  What  exactly  is  meant  by 
this  term? 

[The  information  follows:] 

ADP  streamlining  is  a  recognition  that  Information  Technology  costs  can  be  re- 
duced by  consolidating  administrative  ADP  support  and  services  at  the  Washington 
Headquarters  and  at  various  regions  and  centers.  Currently,  many  individual  offices 
have  separate  in-house  and  contractual  efforts  to  support  similar  ADP  systems.  We 
believe  that  consolidating  many  of  these  individual  ADP  efforts  will  result  in  the 
type  of  savings  and  efficiencies  necessitated  by  sound  management  and  encouraged 
by  the  National  Performance  Review  Committee. 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  table  showing  those  savings  by  budg- 
et activity,  and  indicate  the  base  on  which  those  savings  are  ap- 
plied. 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  do  not  have  a  precise  base  against  which  these  reductions  were  taken.  Many 
"ADP"  contracts  include  costs  that  are  not  considered  "support  and  services".  Isolat- 
ing these  nonsupport  and  services  costs  is  virtually  impossible;  it  would  require  de- 
tailed examination  of  every  support  and  services  contract  at  headquarters,  the  re- 
gions, and  centers  to  determine  which  costs  to  include  in  the  baseline.  ADP  support 
and  services  costs  include  such  items  as  the  installation,  moving,  or  maintenance 
of  ADP  hardware  and/or  software;  Local  Area  Network  (LAN)  administration  and 
support;  computer  help-desk  support;  and  training.  Often,  contracts  covering  ADP 
support  and  services  also  include  such  capital  costs  as  hardware  and  software  acqui- 
sition, supplies,  and  applications  development.  Since  these  costs  are  not  segregated, 
it  becomes  impossible  to  establish  a  reUable/accurate  base.  The  $3,000,000  cited  is 
a  recognition  that  there  will  be  savings  as  a  result  of  ADP  streamlining,  however, 
for  the  reasons  mentioned  previously,  we  can  not  be  certain  of  the  applicable  base. 

OPERATIONAL  TRAVEL  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  32,  you  are  "reassessing  the  frequency  of 
operational  travel  requirements."  How  does  the  FAA  define  "oper- 
ational" travel,  and  what  is  the  likely  impact  of  cutting  this  activity 
13  percent,  as  the  budget  proposes? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  agency  does  not  have  a  precise  definition  of  operational  travel.  There  are  a 
number  of  areas  in  which  we  can  clearly  determine  that  the  incumbent  must  travel 
in  order  to  perform  a  needed  function,  such  as  Air  Traffic  Control  Evaluation  Spe- 
cialists and  System  Maintenance  Technicians.  There  are  also  many  areas  in  which 
we  traditionally  have  held  that  face-to-face  contact  between  people  was  necessary 
in  order  to  accomplish  the  mission  of  maintaining  the  safest  air  traffic  system  in 
the  world.  However,  we  recognize  that  some  of  these  areas  are  gray  and  it  is  these 
that  we  are  reassessing  to  see  if  there  are  other  ways  to  meet  the  communications 
requirement.  We  can  meet  this  reduction  goal  without  impacting  the  safety  of  the 
system. 

PERMANENT  CHANGE  OF  STATIONS  (PCS) 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  fiscal  year  1994  budget  requested  $19  million  for 
466  permanent  change  of  station  moves  for  your  air  traffic  work 
force.  Your  current  estimate  is  that  only  68  moves  will  be  provided 
in  fiscal  year  1994,  at  a  cost  of  $3  million. 

What  caused  you  to  reduce  your  PCS  moves  by  84  percent,  and 
where  did  you  transfer  the  $16  million? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Air  Traffic  had  to  internally  reprogram  $16  million  originally  scheduled  for  PCS 
in  order  to  partially  fund  Locality  Pay  shortfall.  Funding  flexibility  in  Air  Traffic 
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is  extremely  limited  due  to  unusually  high  percentage  (94  percent)  of  personnel 
costs  to  total  program. 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  you  estimated  average  PCS  costs  at  $38,274 
for  fiscal  year  1993,  and  $40,816  for  fiscal  year  1994.  The  current 
estimates  are  $41,515  and  $44,191,  respectively.  Obviously,  you 
have  not  controlled  the  high  costs  of  this  program  despite  this 
Committee's  suggestions. 

Why  are  you  still  unable  to  control  the  average  cost  of  your  PCS 
moves? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  average  cost  of  Air  Traffic  PCS  moves  for  FY93  and  FY94  has  increased  de- 
spite rigorous  fiscal  management  efforts  due  to  external  economic  conditions  and  the 
legal  obligations  of  PCS  expenses.  Certain  PCS  entitlements  including  relocation  al- 
lowances, travel  and  shipment  of  household  goods  are  mandated  by  law  and  can  not 
be  denied.  Other  complicating  economic  conditions  and  factors  are: 

1.  The  severe  reduction  in  the  number  of  PCS  moves  has  altered  the  demo- 
graphics of  those  who  move  as  well  as  the  grade  levels  involved.  Moving  a  higher 
percentage  of  more  senior  and  established  people  involves  greater  costs  such  as 
shipping  more  goods,  and  the  sale  and  purchase  of  more  expensive  homes. 

2.  The  reduced  number  of  moves  tends  to  concentrate  moves  in  higher-cost,  large 
metropolitan  areas.  All  related  PCS  costs  are  increased  in  these  high-cost  areas. 

3.  Recently  improved  economic  conditions  affect  PCS  costs.  Real  estate  markets 
are  directly  influenced  by  interest  rates  and  other  economic  conditions.  This  trans- 
lates into  different  decisions  by  movers  as  to  whether  to  buy,  sell  or  rent  their 
homes.  For  example,  there  has  been  a  marked  increase  in  utilization  of  relocation 
services  contracts  which  accounts  for  a  substantial  percentage  of  the  total  PCS  aver- 
age costs  increases.  Associated  costs  such  as  per-diem,  travel,  and  other  related  ex- 
penses increase  proportionally. 

SPARES  AND  REPAIRS  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  Congress  added  $9,000,000  to  your 
request  for  depot  maintenance,  in  order  to  address  long-standing 
shortfalls  in  spares  and  repairs.  Are  there  any  plans  to  reprogram 
any  of  those  funds  to  other  uses? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Initially,  we  did  reprogram  these  funds  to  help  cover  upwards  of  $80  million  in 
unbudgeted  locality  pay  costs  that  we  had  to  absorb.  We  must  cover  all  known  U- 
abilities.  We  have  not  ignored  the  funding  direction.  We  are  in  the  process  of  restor- 
ing these  funds  and  will  complete  this  process  very  shortly. 

NAS  LOGISTICS  FULL  TIME  POSITION  REDUCTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  staffing  data  on  page  42,  your  full- 
time  positions  dedicated  to  NAS  logistics  support  has  dropped  from 
1,592  in  fiscal  year  1991  to  an  estimated  1,285  in  fiscal  year  1995. 
How  can  you  handle  a  rising  inventory  of  facilities  with  this  19  per- 
cent drop  in  staffing? 

The  reduction  is  not  as  severe  as  the  question  might  indicate.  Of  the  1,592  full 
time  positions  (FTPs),  254  were  transferred  to  other  activities  consistent  with  the 
Agency's  realignment  of  functions  in  the  fall  of  1992.  The  remaining  1,338  FTPs  will 
be  reduced  by  only  4  percent  over  four  years,  FY  1992  through  FY  1995,  fully  con- 
sistent with  Agency  plans  to  streamline  and  improve  existing  processes. 

NAS  SUPPLY  SUPPORT  ADDITIONAL  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  43,  you  are  requesting  an  additional 
$10,754,000  in  NAS  supply  support  funds  for  new  systems  pro- 
jected to  come  on  line  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Please  provide  a  break- 
down of  these  funds  by  system. 

[The  information  follows:] 


739 


Automation:   Sl.532.000 


ARTS  3A  ISP  $357,000 

ARTS  3A  lOP  $720,000 

ARTS  2A  ISP  $253,000 

3LVW/RMMCD2  $112,000 

TMS  PHASE  II  $90,000 


Telecommunications:  $1.325.000 


STVS 

$1,325,000 

Surveillance:  $2,787,000 

RRCS  (3) 

$244,000 

MODE-S 

$1,000,000 

SSRBD 

$900,000 

VIDMAPPER 

$643,000 

Navigation  &  Landinu    $968,000 

RVH-NG 

$21,000 

PAPE  (2nd  Buy) 

$132,000 

LORAN  CMNTR 

$221,000 

TALA 

$115,000 

ILSMKl  RE 

$82,000 

VORTAC.\N  Kits 

$104,000 

MALSR  (2nd  Buy) 

$83,000 

Snowdepth  MON 

$92,000 

TACAN  Antenna 

$32,000 

ILS  WILCOX  (2) 

$22,000 

ILS  Win  RE 

$64,000 

Weather:   $800,000 

LLWAS 

$800,000 

Environmental    $2,286,000 

Uninterrupted  Power  System  $535,000 
Engine  Generators  $  1 ,000,000 

Power  Conditioning  System    $75 1 ,000 
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Aircraft:   $213.000 

BEECH  300  $213,000 

Test  Equipment:  $906.000 

Test  Equipment  for 

MODE  S  $453,000 

ARSR-4  $453,000 

Other  Systems:  C$63.000) 

Savings  achieved  through  consolidation  of 
multi-use  items. 
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BUYOUTS — FIELD  MAINTENANCE  WORK  FORCE 

Mr.  Carr.  I  thought  your  buyout  exempted  the  field  maintenance 
work  force.  Yet  on  page  48  of  the  justifications,  you  show  that  the 
field  maintenance  work  force  will  decrease  by  206,  2.5  percent,  in 
fiscal  year  1995.  Why  is  this? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1995  we  are  planning  to  reduce  the  field  maintenance  work  force 
by  approximately  206  employment  ceilings.  Most  of  these  reductions  will  be  accom- 
plished through  the  voluntary  separation  incentive  payments  program.  However, 
these  reductions  will  not  be  made  in  the  safety  work  force,  but  in  the  sector  support 
area,  i.e.,  Sector  Manager,  Assistant  Sector  Manager,  and  other  administrative  posi- 
tions. We  are  able  to  make  these  reductions  in  the  administrative  and  management 
positions  through  our  sector  consolidation/realignment  program.  This  program  will 
start  in  late  fiscal  year  1994  and  continue  several  years  until  we  have  consolidated 
77  sector  offices  into  approximately  35  sector  offices,  thus  allowing  the  206  employ- 
ment ceiling  reduction. 

CONTRACT  MAINTENANCE  VS.  IN-HOUSE  MAINTENANCE 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  an  additional  $19,448,000  for  con- 
tract maintenance  in  fiscal  year  1995.  Do  you  have  clear  evidence 
that,  on  a  per  stafi"-year  basis,  this  will  be  cheaper  than  in-house 
work? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  relative  merit  of  the  two  alternatives  in  regards  to  cost  is  dependent  upon 
the  amount  of  proprietary  hardware  and  software  in  the  system,  the  expected  life- 
cycle  of  the  equipment,  and  the  availability  of  a  manufacturer's  support  network. 
The  potential  initial  and  recurring  cost  of  buying  spares,  licenses,  training  and  test 
equipment  needed  for  in-house  repair  and  maintenance  is  a  key  cost  driver. 

Contracting  is  clearly  cost  effective  for  the  repair  of  these  FY  1995  budgeted  sys- 
tems which  are  composed  of  commercial  components,  since  in-house  expertise  is  not 
available. 

While  in-house  maintenance  support  may  provide  long-term  cost  savings,  in-house 
maintenance  is  not  currently  available  to  continue  maintenance  support  of  the  sys- 
tems transferring  from  facilities  and  equipment  to  operations. 

TERMINAL  DOPPLER  WEATHER  RADAR  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  You  estimate  that  25  terminal  doppler  weather  radar 
systems  will  be  delivered  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994  and  47.  the 
entire  program,  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995. 

However,  according  to  your  justifications,  you  only  estimate  six 
commissioned  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1994,  and  no  additional  ones 
commissioned  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995.  What  is  the  problem 
holding  up  the  installation  of  these  critical  safety  systems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

At  this  time  10  terminal  doppler  weather  radar  systems  have  been  delivered.  By 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1995,  we  expect  to  commission  30  of  34  delivered  terminal 
doppler  weather  radars  (TDWRs).  The  original  delivery  schedule  was  stretched  out 
due  to  site  acquisition  problems.  These  problems  include  environmental  issues,  real 
estate  procurement  issues,  and  some  public  opposition. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  there  is  a  lot  of  site  work  remaining  for  these  sys- 
tems, why  are  you  only  requesting  $400,000  for  that  purpose  in  fis- 
cal year  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Site  costs  refer  to  land  acquisition  and  site  preparation  activities.  These  activities 
are  accomplished  by  the  regions  prior  to  the  start  of  site  construction.  $8,400,000 
has  been  provided  for  these  regional  activities  in  prior  years.  The  $400,000  is  the 
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last  funding  required  for  completion  of  these  regional  activities.  Site  construction 
costs  are  included  under  the  TDWR  prime  cost  element. 

GROUND  STATION  SATELLITE  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  "ground  station  satellite  systems"  listed 
on  page  62  of  the  justifications,  and  how  were  the  specific  locations 
determined? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Ground  Satellite  Systems  are  components  of  the  FAA's  Wide  Area  Augmentation 
System  (WAAS),  a  system  that  will  augment  GPS  in  the  areas  of  integrity,  accxiracy, 
and  reliability/availability  for  sole-means  use  in  all  phases  of  flight  through  preci- 
sion approaches.  The  sites  listed  are  Wide  Area  Master  Stations  (WMS's)  and  Wide 
Area  Reference  Stations  (WRS's).  A  linked  network  of  WRS's  will  collect  GPS  signal 
data  across  all  of  the  NAS  locations.  The  WRS's  are  linked  to  the  WMS's  which  will 
use  the  collected  data  to  compute  integrity  and  accuracy  corrections.  Specialized 
software  will  accept  the  GPS  data  and  compute  integrity  by  separating  the  correc- 
tions into  three  components:  ionosphere,  clock  and  ephemeris  errors  (satellite  posi- 
tion errors). 

Vittually  all  of  the  Ground  Station  Satellite  sites  will  be  located  on  the  grounds 
of  the  FAA's  existing  en  route  centers.  The  Palmdale,  California  and  Nashua,  New 
Hampshire  sites  are  WMS's  and  are  to  be  installed  first.  Per  the  FAA's  WAAS  field- 
ing plan,  the  WRS's  will  be  fielded  from  the  East  Coast  to  the  West  Coast  for  effi- 
ciency and  lower  contractor  costs. 

DOD  BASE  CLOSURES 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  71,  you  are  requesting  $2,150,000  for  evalua- 
tion and  transition  planning  for  DOD  base  closures.  How  was  this 
amount  calculated? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Costs  were  calculated  based  on  regional  estimates  and  costs  of  previous  studies. 
The  $2,150,000  request  is  for: 

Castle  AFB: 

Maintenance  training $100,000 

Leased  telecommunications  292,000 

KI  Sawyer  AFB: 

Maintenance  training  100,000 

Airspace/radar/communications  study  100,000 

Leased  telecommunications  50,000 

Homestead  AFB: 

Evaluation  of  rebuild 50,000 

MCAS  El  Toro: 

Obstruction  evaluation  study  25,000 

Communications/navaids  site  surveys  50,000 

NAS  Cecil  Field: 

Radar  siting  analysis  50,000 

Maintenance  training 100,000 

NAS  Agana: 

Human  resources  management  plan  25,000 

Tower  communications  sxirvey  100,000 

Operations  500,000 

NAS  Glenview: 

Maintenance  training 100,000 

Travel  300,000 

Site  surveys,  siting  analyses,  communications/radar/navaids  analy- 
ses of  fiscal  year  95  list  to  be  announced  208,000 

Total  2,150,000 

PCS  MOVES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown,  by  budget  activity,  show- 
ing the  numbers  and  budgetary  resources  for  PCS  moves  required 
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due  to  return  rights  and  those  for  discretionary  PCS  moves,  for  fis- 
cal years  1994  and  1995. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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FLIGHT  STANDARDS  STAFFING  INCREASE 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  fiscal  year  1995  request  includes  funding  for  an 
additional  201  aviation  safety  inspectors.  Please  provide  a  detailed 
statement  indicating  the  need  for  these  positions,  and  discuss  the 
planned  grade  levels  and  locations  of  the  positions. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  request  to  fund  an  additional  201  aviation  safety  inspectors  is  based  on 
a  need  to  provide  additional  staff  to  meet  existing  and  anticipated  workloads,  as 
based  on  current  and  forecast  levels  of  activity  and  our  aviation  safety  inspector 
staffing  standards.  These  staffing  standards  measure  the  staff  levels  necessary,  by 
option  and  specialty  required  to  perform  certification,  surveillance,  inspection,  acci- 
dent investigation,  and  aviation  education  and  promotion  work  functions.  Aviation 
safety  inspectors  certificate  and  provide  oversight  on  air  operators,  such  as  air  car- 
riers, air  agencies  such  as  repair  stations  and  pilot  training  schools,  and  designees, 
such  as  designated  mechanic  or  pilot  examiners.  At  the  end  of  FY  1993,  aviation 
safety  inspector  field  staffing  was  453  positions  or  18  percent,  less  than  the  2,641 
positions  needed  according  to  our  staffing  standards.  The  difference  between  on- 
board employment  and  staffing  standards  requirements  has  been  highlighted  in 
GAO  and  OIG  reports  as  one  cause  of  problems  and  deficiencies  in  certification  and 
surveillance  programs.  Most  of  the  additional  201  inspectors  will  be  hired  at  the 
GS-12  level.  Some  GS-11  and  GS-9  hiring  will  occur  also. 

Currently  the  staffing  standards  are  being  run  against  current  aviation  industry 
environmental  data  to  update  total  staffing  requirements  and  to  determine  which 
locations  should  be  given  priority  hiring  authority  for  the  201  additional  inspectors. 
Location  of  the  additional  personnel  will  be  determined  by  option  and  specialty 
based  on  percentage  of  understaffing,  current  and  anticipated  aviation  activity,  and 
the  capacity  of  the  office  to  provide  effective  on-the-job  training  for  trainees.  Also, 
hiring  priorities  will  be  impacted  by  the  availability  of  PCSsss  funds  to  balance 
staffing  between  offices  by  moving  aviation  safety  inspectors  to  offices  that  are 
understaffed  from  offices  that  are  overstaffed. 

The  new  inspectors  will  receive  classroom  and  on-the-job  training  and  will  reach 
full  productivity  during  FY  1997.  As  training  on  individual  job  tasks  is  completed, 
the  new  inspectors  will  perform  surveillance  on  existing  air  carriers,  repair  stations, 
pilot  training  schools,  and  other  air  agencies  and  air  operators.  They  will  also  work 
with  experienced  inspectors  to  certificate  new  air  carrier,  air  agency,  and  air  opera- 
tor applicants.  They  will  also  assist  in  the  on-going  certification  process  for  existing 
certificate  holders.  Backlogs  of  certificate  applications  have  increased  due  to  reduced 
levels  of  aviation  safety  inspection  personnel,  causing  delays  and  additional  costs  to 
applicants  and  existing  certificate  holders  alike.  As  new  inspectors  attain  full  pro- 
ductivity levels,  the  cost  to  industry  of  obtaining  and  maintaining  certification  will 
decrease.  Also,  the  traveling  public  will  benefit  from  increased  levels  of  surveillance 
provided  by  the  new  inspectors. 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  88,  you  are  requesting  an  additional  40  "ad- 
ministrative/clerical" positions  under  aviation  certification  and  reg- 
ulation. Please  provide  a  detailed  statement  indicating  the  need  for 
these  positions,  and  discuss  the  planned  grade  levels  and  locations 
of  the  positions. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  requrest  to  hire  an  additional  40  field  office  administrative  and  clerical 
personnel  is  based  on  staffing  standards  requirements  for  work  performed  in  sup- 
port of  field  office  aviation  safety  inspectors.  At  the  end  of  FY  1993  onboard  staffing 
was  380,  or  63.3  percent  of  the  staffing  standard  requirement  of  600.  Field  office 
administrative  and  clerical  personnel  occupy  positions  such  as  computer  specialists, 
performing  functions  in  support  of  the  Aviation  Safety  Analysis  Systems  (ASAS)  in 
the  office.  Aviation  Safety  Assistant  respond  to  inquiries  from  the  aviation  industry, 
answer  telephone  inquiries  from  the  public,  maintedn  technical  case  files,  and  proc- 
ess and  issue  certificates,  and  authorizations.  Other  clerical  personnel  are  respon- 
sible for  the  preparation  and  distribution  of  aviation  education  announcements,  dis- 
tribution of  test  material  to  designated  test  examiners,  typing  and  filing  reports, 
completing  time  cards,  and  providing  other  administrative  functions,  including  trav- 
el and  logistical  support  to  aviation  safety  inspectors.  Evaluations  of  field  office  op- 
erations have  concluded  that  without  adequate  clerical  and  administrative  person- 
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nel,  aviation  safety  inspectors  must  perform  these  functions,  taking  time  away  from 
their  assigned  certification,  surveillance,  and  oversight  responsibilities. 

Most  of  the  40  additional  clerical  and  administrative  personnel  will  be  hired  at 
the  GS-5,  6,  and  7  levels.  Locations  will  be  determined  at  the  same  time  the  staff- 
ing management  determinations  are  made  for  placement  of  the  additional  aviation 
safety  inspectors.  Locations  will  be  determined  based  on  the  onboard  percentage  of 
staffing  compared  to  the  staffing  standards  requirements,  office  workload  and  com- 
plexity, and  the  ability  of  other  FUght  Standards  facilities  or  FAA  organizations  to 
coordinate  requirements  for  combined  clerical  and  administrative  support. 

PCS  MOVES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  justify  your  request  to  increase  funding  for 
PCS  moves  for  the  flight  standards  program  by  300  percent  in  fis- 
cal year  1995,  from  $1,000,000  to  $4,000,000. 

[The  information  follows:] 

PCS  Funding  for  the  FUght  Standards  program  has  declined  fi-om  a  high  of  $6.7 
milUon  in  FY  1990  to  an  all  time  low  of  $1.0  miUion  in  FY  1994.  Over  the  past  sev- 
eral years,  PCS  funding  has  been  reduced  to  cover  mandatory,  unfunded  require- 
ments such  as  general  pay  raises,  locaUty  pay  raises,  and  increases  in  employee 
benefits.  The  reduced  funding  level  for  PCS's  has  negatively  impacted  the  abiUty  to 
move  aviation  safety  inspectors  between  duty  locations  to  keep  pace  with  shifting 
work  demands  and  to  backfiU  for  attrition.  As  a  result,  there  are  workforce  imbal- 
ances, with  resulting  inefficiencies,  at  many  FUght  Standards  District  Field  Offices. 
The  requested  PCS  funding  wiU  aUow  us  to  begin  to  bring  the  current  workforce 
in  line  with  the  workload. 

AVIATION  MEDICAL  EXAMINERS  USER  FEES 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  100,  you  indicate  that  the  Congressional  di- 
rection that  aviation  medical  examiners  be  charged  reasonable  user 
fees,  pursuant  to  a  finding  of  the  Inspector  General,  is  being  held 
up  pending  a  determination  by  the  General  Counsel  of  whether 
rulemaking  action  is  required.  Why  do  you  believe  rulemaking 
might  be  required,  and  did  the  FAA  suggest  that  in  its  response 
to  the  IG  report? 

[The  information  follows:] 

31  use  9701,  Fees  and  Charges  for  Government  Services  and  Things  of  Value, 
requires  that  an  agency  estabUsh  a  fair  fee  and  set  rules  for  cost  recovery.  Case  law 
has  made  it  clear  Qiat  a  Notice  and  Comment  rulemaking  under  the  Administrative 
Procedures  Act  is  required  in  such  circumstances.  The  FAA  did  not  suggest  the  need 
for  such  rulemaking  in  its  response  to  the  IG  report.  The  requirement  or  non-re- 
quirement for  rulemaking  did  not  seem  pertinent  to  the  basic  decision  to  charge 
user  fees. 

RECORDS  SERVICING  AND  ANALYSIS  ACTIVITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  the  FAA  considered  contracting  out  its  records 
servicing  and  analysis  activity  under  "aviation  standards"? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Civil  Aviation  Registry  has  responsibUity  for  the  Records  Servicing  and  Anal- 
ysis fiinction  under  the  Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards.  The  current  workforce 
consists  of  approximately  two-thirds  FAA  personnel  and  one-third  contract  support 
personnel.  Contract  personnel  perform  a  variety  of  lower-level  clerical  duties  in  a 
more  cost-effective  manner  than  could  be  performed  by  FAA  personnel.  Consider- 
ation has  been  given  to  contracting  out  the  entire  records  servicing  and  analysis 
function,  but  because  aircraft  records  are  specified  as  public  records  by  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act  and  the  remaining  documents  are  maintained  as  public  records,  the 
function  is  considered  inherently  governmental. 
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REPROGRAMMING  OF  FLIGHT  INSPECTION  FLIGHT  HOUR  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1994,  the  Congress  added  $2,500,000  for 
additional  flight  inspection  flight  hours.  In  this  year's  budget,  you 
actually  show  a  decline  in  flight  hours  in  fiscal  year  1994  (page 
108),  and  say  that  you  reprogrammed  these  funds  since,  in  your 
view,  "the  flight  inspection  program  base  was  at  an  adequate  level" 
(page  116). 

This  is  only  one  of  several  cases  where  the  FAA  apparently  ig- 
nored the  Appropriations  Committee's  funding  directions  last  year. 
Is  there  any  explanation  for  this? 

Does  the  FAA  plan  to  submit  a  reprogramming  proposal  prior  to 
actually  implementing  these  funding  changes? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Initially,  we  did  reprogram  these  funds  to  help  cover  upwards  of  $80  million  in 
unbudgeted  locality  pay  costs  that  we  had  to  absorb.  We  must  cover  all  known  li- 
abilities. We  have  not  ignored  the  funding  direction.  We  are  in  the  process  of  restor- 
ing these  funds  and  will  complete  this  process  very  shortly. 

FLIGHT  INSPECTION  AIRCRAFT:  O&M  EXPENSES 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  114,  you  are  requesting  an  additional 
$500,000  to  operate  and  maintain  new  flight  inspection  aircraft. 
However,  I  don't  see  a  deduction  from  your  base  for  the  O&M  ex- 
penses of  the  aircraft  which  crashed  last  year. 

If  you  are  adding  funds  for  new  aircraft,  shouldn't  you  also  be 
subtracting  funds  for  aircraft  no  longer  in  the  inventory? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Resource  reqviirements  for  the  flight  program  are  calculated  based  upon  the  num- 
ber of  flight  hours  and  the  distribution  of  hours  by  aircraft  type.  The  crash  of  a  BE- 
300,  one  of  the  newest  and  most  fuel  efficient  aircraft  in  the  flight  inspection  fleet, 
necessitates  other  aircraft;  being  flown  more  hours  than  planned  to  offset  the  loss. 
A  deduction  from  the  base  would  be  inappropriate  because  the  flight  hours  do  not 
decrease  and  the  redistributed  hours  are  on  aircraft  which  are  at  least  as  expensive 
to  operate  and  maintain. 

AIRCRAFT  O&M  COSTS — OLD  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Carr.  I  thought  the  main  reason  for  new  flight  inspection 
aircraft  was  to  avoid  the  excessive  O&M  costs  of  the  aging  current 
fleet.  Given  this,  why  aren't  you  retiring  aircraft  as  the  new  ones 
come  into  the  inventory? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  are  retiring  aircraft  as  new  ones  come  into  the  inventory.  The  first  delivery 
of  new  flight  inspection  aircraft  is  scheduled  for  FY  1995.  Deliveries  will  continue 
through  FY  1999.  There  is  a  short  overlap  between  delivery  of  new  aircraft  and  dis- 
position of  old  aircraft,  however,  all  old  aircraft  will  be  systematically  removed  from 
the  fleet  as  new  aircraft  are  delivered.  In  FY  1992  eleven  aircraft  were  removed 
from  the  flight  inspection  fleet  with  one  of  those  aircraft  being  reassigned  to  RE&D. 
Two  decommissionings  are  planned  in  FY  1994.  It  is  our  plan  that  all  of  the  old 
aircraft  will  be  retired  from  the  flight  inspection  fleet  by  FY  1998. 

CIVIL  AVIATION  SECURITY  WORKLOAD  ESTIMATES 

Mr.  Carr.  Workload  estimates  for  your  civil  aviation  security 
mission  in  fiscal  year  1995  are  identical  to  your  1994  estimates,  in 
every  category.  Why  is  this? 

Did  the  FAA  do  any  work  to  develop  estimates  for  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  1995  workload  estiinates  were  based  on  the  civil  aviation  security  program 
maintaining  the  same  staffing  level  in  fiscal  year  1995  as  in  1994.  The  FAA  is  cur- 
rently reviewing  and  testing  the  manner  in  which  fiiture  inspection  activity  will  be 
conducted.  As  a  result,  fiiture  workload  projections  will  be  based  on  data  derived 
from  inspections  and  tests,  as  opposed  to  pre-estabUshed  fi:^quencies  based  solely 
on  the  resources  available. 

AAS  LAB  UTILITY  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Given  the  uncertain  state  of  the  AAS  program,  how 
firm  is  your  estimate  of  an  additional  $500,000  in  utiUties  costs  to 
run  the  AAS  lab  at  the  Tech  Center,  shown  on  page  130? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $500,000  is  required  to  support  the  purchase  and  pajTnent  of  electrical  power 
and  natural  gas  at  the  Technical  Center  including  the  AAS  Laboratory.  This  in- 
crease would  encompass  all  the  facilities  at  the  Center  including  the  AAS  Labora- 
tory and  will  fund  projected  rate  increases  from  the  utility  companies  as  well  as  the 
projected  growth  on  the  Center.  A  significant  part  of  the  electrical  growth  will  occur 
in  the  AAS  Laboratory  and  in  particular  the  40,000  square  foot  test  bed  portion  of 
the  laboratory.  Although  the  AAS  software  is  experiencing  delays,  the  AAS  hard- 
ware and  interim  software  has  been  and  is  projected  to  be  installed  in  the  test  bed 
area  on  schedule.  The  FAA  is  utilizing  the  hardware  and  interim  software  to  de- 
velop test  procedures  and  to  conduct  early  operational  evaluations. 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  COUNSEL  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year's  President's  budget  requested  337  positions 
for  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel.  In  the  Appropriations  Conference, 
you  were  directed  to  cut  11  positions,  resulting  in  an  approved  level 
of  326.  Why,  then,  do  you  show  337  positions  in  the  fiscal  year 
1994  column  of  the  1995  justifications  (page  146)? 

[The  information  follows:] 

It  was  a  technical  oversight  for  us  not  to  reduce  FTP  positions  in  the  Office  of 
the  Chief  Counsel  (AGC)  in  the  Direction,  Staff,  and  Supporting  Services  activity. 
As  you  will  note,  AGC  FTP  staffing  will  go  from  303  at  the  end  of  FY  1993  to  286 
at  the  end  of  FY  1994,  a  reduction  of  17.  Staffing  will  be  reduced  an  additional  9 
in  FY  1995.  We  have  had  a  hiring  freeze  since  the  fall  of  FY  1993.  AGC  has  not 
hired  any  new  employees,  with  the  exception  of  the  Chief  Counsel,  in  over  2  years. 
In  accordance  with  Committee  direction  and  the  National  Performance  Review,  we 
intend  to  continue  to  streamline  staffing  in  AGC. 

AIRWAY  FACILITIES  ENROLLMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  155,  why  are  you  projecting  a  30  percent  in- 
crease in  enrollments  and  student  days  to  train  airway  facilities 
personnel  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Increased  enrollments  and  dollars  have  been  requested  in  the  FY  1995  budget  to 
provide  training  on  the  maintenance  of  new  equipment  being  deployed  as  part  of 
the  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP).  Among  the  urgent  training  needs  associated 
with  the  CIP  implementation  are  175  enrollments  on  the  Electronic  Data  Processing 
System,  70  enrollments  on  the  Air  Route  Surveillance  System  Four,  nearly  200  stu- 
dents for  MODE  S,  and  325  enrollments  associated  with  the  maintenance  of  the 
Voice  Switch  Control  System  (VSCS).  Although  capital  expenditures  for  the  CIP 
modernization  fall  under  the  facilities  and  eqviipment  (F&E)  appropriation,  the  costs 
of  operating  and  maintaining  the  new  systems,  including  training,  is  covered  by  the 
operations  appropriations. 

CENTER  FOR  MANAGEMENT  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  total  annual  cost  to  operate  and  maintain 
the  Center  for  Management  Development,  and  how  does  that  break 
down? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


[In  thousands  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year- 


1994  1995 


Compensation  &  benefits 600  550 

Facility  3,547  2,647 

Instructional  staff  2,653  1,677 

Training  travel 3,255  2,787 

Total  10.055  7.661 


HEADQUARTERS  ADMINISTRATION  FUNDING  LEVEL 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year's  conference  report  approved  a  funding  level 
of  $47,510,000  for  headquarters  administration.  Your  1995  jus- 
tifications show  $48,233,000,  a  1.5  percent  increase.  What  accounts 
for  the  difference  above  the  congressionally  approved  level? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1994  operational  level  for  the  Headquarters  Administration  (HA) 
activity  is  above  the  Conference  mark  for  several  reasons. 

Last  year's  House  report  recommended  reductions  in  the  HA  activity  staffing  of 
62  FTP  positions  and  $5,020,000.  During  Conference,  10  of  these  positions  in  the 
Office  of  Chief  Counsel  (AGO,  as  well  as  funding  for  them  were  restored.  The  House 
committee  also  cut  $95,000  in  printing  costs. 

Among  the  positions  the  Committee  reduced  were  some  in  AGC,  and  the  Office 
of  Information  Technology  (AIT).  However,  all  of  AGC's  and  one  half  of  AIT's  staff 
are  paid  out  of  the  Direction,  Staff"  &  Supporting  Services  (DS&SS)  activity.  These 
costs  had  to  be  reprogrammed  to  the  HA  activity.  In  addition,  the  full  cost  of  the 
FY  1994  locality  pay  adjustment  needed  to  be  funded. 

In  addition,  FAA  management  made  a  decision  in  FY  1994  to  decentralize  print- 
ing costs  in  an  effort  to  ensure  more  accountability  over  costs.  Base  transfers  of 
printing  costs  from  the  DS&SS  activity  were  made  to  all  organizations  within  FAA. 

These  reprogrammings  and  base  transfers  were  offset  in  large  part  by  contractual 
studies  reductions  assumed  in  the  conference  report. 

As  a  result  of  these  changes,  the  HA  activity  is  showing  a  $2.4  million  reduction 
from  FY  1993  to  FY  1994.  The  activity  is  reduced  a  further  $1.3  million  in  FY  1995. 
Personnel  compensation  and  benefits  costs  remain  flat  in  FY  1994  aff^r  savings 
from  staff  reductions  are  offset  by  the  cost  of  the  pay  raise  and  other  pay  adjust- 
ments. Non  pay  costs  have  been  reduced  by  20%  from  FY  1993  to  FY  1994. 

FAA  is  working  to  reduce  overhead  staff  and  costs  in  accordance  with  Congres- 
sional intent  and  the  direction  of  the  National  Performance  Review. 

HEADQUARTERS  ADMINISTRATION  STAFFING 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year's  conference  report  reduced  52  positions 
under  "headquarters  administration."  Please  provide  a  listing  of 
the  positions  eliminated,  by  office,  and  explain  any  variances  from 
the  allocations  directed  by  Congress. 

Last  year's  House  report  recommended  reductions  in  the  Headquarters  Adminis- 
tration (HA)  activity  staffing  of  62  FTP  positions.  During  conference,  10  of  these  po- 
sitions in  the  Office  of  Chief  Counsel  (AGC),  as  well  as  fiinding  for  them  were  re- 
stored. 

Among  the  positions  the  Committee  reduced  were  some  in  AGC,  and  the  Office 
of  Information  Technology  (AIT).  However,  all  of  AGC's,  and  one  half  of  AIT's  staff" 
are  paid  out  of  the  Direction  Staff"  &  Supporting  Services  (DS&SS)  activity.  Of  the 
52  positions,  11  AGC  positions,  and  8  AIT  positions  actually  reside  in  the  DS&SS 
activity.  The  actual  reduction  in  the  HA  activity  totals  33. 

Current  authorized  position  levels  for  the  identified  programs  are: 
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Fiscal  year  1994 
Recommended         Current 

Administrators  office 51  51 

Chief  counsel 145  'n/a 

Civil  rights 15  15 

Government  affairs 10  13 

Information  technology 95  ^  55 

Public  affairs 25  35 

Accounting 70  '42 

Budget 60 58 

'All  AGC  stafi  are  funded  out  of  the  DS&SS  activity.  Ttiougti  authorized  positions  remain  the  same  in  fiscal  year  1994  as  the  request,  on- 
board staff  is  expected  to  decline  by  17  during  fiscal  year  1994. 

2AIT  had  a  total  of  110  positions  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  request:  55  FTP  positions  in  the  HA  activity  and  55  FTP  positions  in  the  DS&SS 
activity.  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  assumes  a  reduction  of  3  FTP  in  fiscal  year  1994  to  107  with  a  further  reduction  of  3  in  FY  1995  for  a 
total  of  104. 

'Accounting  had  a  total  of  75  positions  In  the  fiscal  year  1994  request:  30  FTP  positions  in  the  DS&SS  activity  and  45  FTP  positions  in 
the  HA  activity.  The  fiscal  year  1995  request  assumes  a  reduction  of  3  FTP  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  an  additional  reduction  of  4  in  fiscal 
year  1995  for  a  total  of  68. 

In  accordance  with  Committee  intent,  the  HA  activity  staffing  is  being  reduced. 
Authorized  positions  have  been  reduced  as  directed  by  the  Committee.  However,  to 
achieve  the  reductions  directed  by  the  Committee,  some  offices  would  have  been  re- 
quired to  conduct  Reductions  in  Force  (RIF's).  Since  RIF's  are  extremely  expensive 
and  disruptive,  FAA  has  decided  not  to  reduce  staffing  through  that  means.  Rather, 
FAA  has  imposed  a  hiring  freeze  on  all  administrative  staff  and  is  depending  on 
attrition  to  meet  the  reduced  targets. 

From  FY  1993  to  FY  1994,  FTP  onboard  staff  in  the  HA  activity  will  come  down 
26,  a  5%  reduction.  An  additional  reduction  of  10  is  assumed  in  FY  1995.  The  agen- 
cy is  committed  to  further  reducing  staffing  in  these  areas  through  FY  1990. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  were  you  able  to  reduce  these  52  positions  and 
still  show  a  39  position  increase  over  the  previous  year,  from  508 
to  549? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Authorized  FTP  positions  have  been  reduced  in  the  Headquarters  Administration 
(HA)  activity.  The  increase  fiiiam  508  to  549  is  in  FTE.  The  increase  is  a  result  of 
base  transfers  of  staff  from  NAS  Logistics  Support  and  NAS  Design  and  Manage- 
ment in  FY  1994.  In  fact,  staffing  is  coming  down  in  the  HA  activity.  Onboard  FTP 
staffing  is  going  from  529  at  the  end  of  FY  1993  to  503  at  the  end  of  FY  1994,  a 
reduction  of  26.  Staffing  wiU  come  down  an  additional  10  in  PT  1995.  The  agency 
is  committed  to  further  reduction  in  the  HA  activity  between  now  and  FY  1999. 

MAINTENANCE  TECHNICIAN  WORK  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  has  been  maintaining  the  air  traffic  control 
system  with  a  maintenance  technician  work  force  that  is  both 
smaller  than  the  one  prescribed  by  the  staffing  standards  and  less 
experienced.  In  the  past,  both  a  former  FAA  Administrator  and  the 
General  Accounting  Office  have  raised  concerns  about  the  adequacy 
of  these  staffing  standards. 

Despite  this  concern,  a  recent  Aviation  Daily  article  said  that  be- 
cause of  budget  concerns  FAA  is  cutting  back  on  the  work  hours 
of  maintenance  technicians  at  air  traffic  control  facilities,  a  move 
that  could  impact  safety  and  capacity  of  the  air  traffic  system.  Has 
FAA  reassessed  its  staffing  standards  for  maintenance  technicians 
and,  if  so,  what  are  the  results? 

If  not,  does  FAA  plan  to  assess  them? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  FAA  has  reassessed  its  staffmg  standard  system  to  come  up  with  ways 
to  do  more  with  less  witiiout  compromising  NAS  safety  and  efficiency.  This  assess- 
ment has  resulted  in  the  FAA  taking  a  hard  look  at  the  amount  of  work  specified 
in  our  maintenance  orderss.  We  are  rapidly  changing  our  maintenance  orders  to  re- 
flect improvements  brought  about  by  advancing  technology  as  well  as  much  smarter 
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ways  of  keeping  the  system  operating  at  fiill  capacity.  Due  to  these  changes,  we  an- 
ticipate that  the  number  of  maintenance  actions  will  be  reduced  by  25  percent  in 
FY  1995  and  the  staffing  standard  will  be  reduced  accordingly.  Also,  work  has 
begun  on  evolving  the  maintenance  centers  into  a  NAS  infrastructure  Management 
System  (NIMS)  concept  of  maintenance  operations.  This  system  will  enable  the  FAA 
to  provide  the  same  or  better  service  at  significantly  lower  staffing  levels  in  the  field 
maintenance  workforce. 

MAINTENANCE  TECHNICIANS  WORK  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  FAA  cutting  back  on  maintenance  technician  hours 
at  air  traffic  facilities,  as  discussed  in  the  Aviation  Daily  article, 
and  if  so,  one,  how  did  FAA  determine  which  facilities  warranted 
such  reductions  particularly  if  the  staffing  standards  have  not  been 
reassessed,  and  two,  what  problems  has  FAA  experienced  since  the 
cutback? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Staffing  standards  provide  for  shift  augmentation  for  the  sole  purpose  of  support- 
ing watchstanding  maintenance  coverage  at  critical  NAS  facilities.  Because  of  im- 
proved facility  reliability  and  remote  maintenance  monitoring  and  control  capabili- 
ties, we  have  been  able  to  reduce  24-hour  on-site  maintenance  hours.  In  addition, 
we  have  established  a  centralized  AF  presence,  which  is  not  currently  supported  by 
staffing  standards  at  maintenance  control  centers.  We  are  aware  of  but  a  few  minor 
problems  as  a  result  of  these  cut  backs  in  on-site  maintenance  hours. 

MAINTENANCE  WORK  HOURS 

Mr.  Carr.  How  does  FAA  determine  whether  safety  is  affected 
by  a  reduction  in  maintenance  work  hours? 
[The  information  follows:] 

A  reduction  in  maintenance  work  hours  (coverage)  at  National  Airspace  System 
(NAS)  facilities  is  always  preceded  by  risk  analysis  to  determine  the  impact  on  con- 
tinued facility  service.  In  most  cases,  reductions  in  maintenance  work  hours  occur 
after  upgrades  or  changes  that  resvilt  in  improvements  to  facility  reliability/avail- 
ability. These  may  include  more  "state  of  the  art"  technologies,  improvements  to  re- 
dundancy, and  remote  monitoring/control  abilities. 

Reductions  in  maintenance  work  hours  are  coordinated  with  affected  Air  Traffic 
representatives  prior  to  implementation.  In  most  cases,  even  though  work  hours  are 
reduced,  provisions  are  made  for  immediate  call-back  response  if  required. 

MAINTENANCE  TECHNICIAN  COVERAGE 

Mr.  Carr.  If  budget  reductions  continue  over  the  next  few  years, 
has  FAA  developed  a  plan  on  the  facilities  that  may  be  affected  by 
a  reduction  of  maintenance  technician  coverage? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  Airway  Facilities  (AF)  has  been  performing  strategic  planning  for  two  years 
and  has  published  two  strategic  plans  which  identified  a  number  of  strategies  de- 
signed to  change  the  way  AF  does  business.  One  of  the  major  strategies  is  to  operate 
and  manage  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  infrastructure  through  centralized 
operations  control  centers  (OCCs)  which  would  allow  for  remote  diagnostics  and 
monitoring.  A  number  of  actions  have  to  occur  before  AF  can  operate  using  com- 
mand and  control  facilities,  however.  One  of  those  actions  is  to  perform  cost  benefit 
analyses  on  the  locations  and  kinds  of  facilities  which  need  to  he  established  or  de- 
fined both  on  an  interim  basis  and  when  the  OCCs  are  fiilly  operational. 

AF  is  in  the  process  of  defining  its  OCC  needs  and  locations,  as  well  as  developing 
a  draft  realignment  plan  which  would  ultimately  consolidate  the  79  sector  offices 
now  operational  into  about  half  that  number.  This  draft  plan  will  ensure  the  contin- 
ued safe  operations  of  the  NAS,  but  will  provide  for  more  economies  and  efficiencies 
in  the  administrative  and  management  areas  both  in  response  to  changing  needs 
and  to  the  expectation  of  budget  reductions.  AF  began  planning  to  accommodate  ini- 
tiatives reflected  in  the  National  Performance  Review  as  part  of  its  2nd  cycle  of 


752 

strategic  planning,  always  ensuring,  however,  that  NAS  coverage  would  not  be  de- 
graded, and  that  any  reduction  in  personnel  would  occur  through  gradual  attrition. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  a  plan  was  developed,  was  it  done  with  full  consid- 
eration of  the  anticipated  traffic  growth  at  each  location  and  with 
input  from  local  facility  personnel,  including  air  traffic  control? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  The  process  model  Airway  Facilities  (AF)  uses  for  strategic  planning  includes 
a  step  for  obtaining  customer  and  supplier  input  to  the  initiatives.  AF  has  held  nu- 
merous meetings  both  internally  and  externally  to  determine  the  support  and  con- 
cerns of  its  stakeholders  and  has  been  incorporating  that  input  into  its  planning 
process.  In  determining  where  to  locate  Operations  Control  Centers,  the  methodol- 
ogy takes  into  account  air  traffic  needs  and  anticipated  growth. 

MAINTENANCE  WORK  FORCE  DOWNSIZING 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  FAA  provided  the  Congress  with  its  jus- 
tification for  a  limited  consolidation  strategy  of  its  air  traffic  con- 
trol facilities.  The  agency  had  expected  to  reduce  its  maintenance 
work  force  because  of  several  factors  including:  (1)  Use  of  remote 
monitoring  equipment,  (2).  use  of  more  reliable  hardware,  and  (3) 
use  of  equipment  manufacturer  maintenance  following  installation. 

Because  of  the  slow  introduction  of  new  equipment,  however,  the 
parallel  operation  of  new  and  old  equipment  is  likely  to  produce  a 
"bubble"  in  maintenance  work  force  requirements.  Furthermore, 
the  maintenance  work  force  includes  many  individuals  eligible  for 
retirement. 

What  implications  will  the  limited  consolidation  strategy  have  on 
plans  to  downsize  the  maintenance  work  force? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  agency  has  reduced  its  maintenance  work  force  largely  by  replacing  tube  type 
with  more  reliable  solid  state  equipment,  using  equipment  manufacturer  mainte- 
nance foUov^dng  installation,  and  using  some  of  the  planned  remote  monitoring  capa- 
bilities. The  limited  consolidation  scenario  will  require  slightly  less  automation 
workload  than  is  required  today.  By  reducing  only  management  and  administrative 
support  positions,  and  by  sustaining  our  safety-related  maintenance  work  force,  we 
plan  to  accommodate  retirements  and  at  the  same  time  retain  capability  for  han- 
dling any  "bubble"  requirements  which  may  be  caused  by  slow  introduction  of  new 
equipment. 

PAY  DEMONSTRATION  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  What  were  the  lessons  learned  from  the  Pay  Dem- 
onstration Program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Pay  Demonstration  Project  evaluation  prepared  by  0PM  indicates  that  the 
project  has  a  slight  positive  effect  on  recruitment  and  retention  at  the  covered  facili- 
ties; most  covered  facilities  experienced  increased  staffing  levels,  reduced  turnover, 
and  improved  experience  levels.  The  evaluation  also  noted  that  Government-wide 
low  turnover  and  a  leveling  of  aviation  activity  due  to  changes  in  economic  condi- 
tions contributed  to  the  improved  staffing  at  covered  facilities.  Implementation  of 
new  personnel  authorities,  such  as  geographic  pay  differentials,  also  contributed  to 
the  staffing  improvements.  However,  there  were  also  numerous  complaints  about  in- 
equitable treatment  of  employees  in  noncovered  positions  and  occupations,  and  the 
project  had  a  cost  of  over  $100  million. 

Currently  there  are  few  recruitment/retention  problems.  For  example,  75  applica- 
tions were  received  for  the  last  recruitment  at  O'Hare  TRACON,  despite  the  sched- 
uled end  of  the  Pay  Demonstration  Project.  Also,  a  large  applicant  pool  is  available 
from  various  sources:  Over  4,800  former  controllers  have  requested  reinstatement; 
150  available  College  Training  Initiative  graduates;  250  controllers  available  for 
placement  annually  as  Level  I  towers  are  contracted  out. 
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New  pay  flexibilities  are  now  available  to  address  recruitment/retention  problems 
(for  instance,  the  8%  interim  geographic  adjustments,  locality  pay,  and  recruitment/ 
retention  bonsues). 

Given  the  significant  cost  of  the  project,  the  changes  in  staiffing  levels  and  person- 
nel authorities  that  have  occurred  since  the  project's  inception,  and  the  large  appli- 
cant pool  available,  the  project  should  not  be  extended  beyond  its  statutory  termi- 
nation date. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  there  other  avenues  such  as  rehiring  former 
PATCO,  controllers  that  would  ensure  adequate  staffing  at  these 
key  facilities  in  light  of  terminating  the  pay  demonstration  pro- 
gram? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  believe  that  adequate  levels  of  staffing  can  be  maintained  at  former  pay  dem- 
onstration sites  without  the  need  for  special  programs. 

SAFETY  PERFORMANCE  ANALYSIS  SYSTEM  (SPAS) 

Mr.  Carr.  For  several  years,  the  FAA  has  been  trying  to  develop 
criteria  to  target  airline  inspections  to  high  risk  conditions,  in 
order  to  help  the  agency  determine  the  best  use  of  its  limited  in- 
spector work  force.  To  accomplish  this,  FAA  is  developing  the  safe- 
ty performance  analysis  subsystem  (SPAS).  What  is  the  current 
status  of  SPAS? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Currently,  the  SPAS  is  designed  to  track  the  performance  of  certificate  holders 
in  four  areas;  air  operators,  air  agencies,  aircraft  type,  and  air  personnel.  For  each 
component,  an  expert  panel  has  been/will  be  organized.  These  panels  consist  of  ex- 
pert aviation  safety  inspectors.  To  date,  two  of  the  four  panels  have  been  estab- 
lished; air  operators  and  air  agencies. 

In  CY-1993,  the  SPAS  prototype  was  installed  and  evaluated  in  nine  field  offices. 
Field  inspectors  will  continue  to  test  and  evaluate  performance  indicators  as  they 
are  produced.  By  the  end  of  FY- 1994,  initial  air  agency  indicators  will  be  installed. 
The  aircraft  type  expert  panel  will  be  convened  in  FY-1995,  and  the  fourth  panel 
to  derive  air  personnel  indicators  will  be  convened  in  FY- 1996. 

The  first  operational  version  of  the  SPAS  will  be  implemented  in  FY-1995  to  prin- 
cipal air  carrier  inspectors  and  to  a  limited  number  of  users  in  30  field  locations. 
By  FY- 1997,  the  SPAS  will  be  available  for  all  FAA  inspectors. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  are  the  telecommunication  requirements  to  im- 
plement SPAS  and  their  estimated  costs? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  plans  a  phased  deployment  of  the  SPAS.  The  SPAS  I  will  be  released 
to  a  Umited  community  of  users  in  FY-1995  and  Phase  II  will  be  released  to  all 
inspectors  in  FY-1997.  Telecommunications  requirements  will  reflect  the  phased  im- 
plementation. The  FAA  is  evaluating  various  telecommunications  capabilities  rang- 
ing fi-om  existing  in-house  sources  to  the  new  ADTN2000.  Total  FY-1995  costs  for 
the  telecommunications  support  for  SPAS  are  included  in  the  existing  SPAS  funding 
request. 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  FAA  plan  to  include  the  results  of  foreign  carrier 
inspections  in  SPAS,  and  if  not,  why  not? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  inclusion  of  foreign  air  carrier  inspections  in  SPAS  is  still  under  review.  FAA 
will  have  an  expert  panel  determine  if  there  is  enough  data  on  foreign  operator  in- 
spections to  provide  significant  trends.  Even  if  foreign  air  carriers  are  not  trendable 
in  and  of  themselves,  the  current  indicators  defined  for  domestic  air  carriers  may 
be  useful  as  benchmarks  for  the  analysis  of  foreign  carriers.  Additionally,  the  air- 
craft component  of  the  SPAS  will  be  developed  in  1995  and  will  provide  useful  indi- 
cators for  the  analysis  of  foreign  air  carriers. 
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FLIGHT  PLAN  FOR  TRAINING 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1995,  FAA  proposes  to  spend  about 
$106.8  million  to  support  about  28,000  training  enrollments,  a  de- 
crease of  over  $16  million,  or  13  percent,  from  fiscal  year  1994.  In 
addition,  FAA  proposes  to  spend  about  $6.9  million  34  percent  less 
than  fiscal  year  1994  for  flight  plan  for  training  initiatives  to  cor- 
rect longstanding  deficiencies. 

Overall,  what  improvements  has  FAA  made  as  a  result  of  fund- 
ing flight  plan  projects? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Substantial  progress  has  been  made  on  each  Flight  Plan  initiative.  Resources 
have  not  been  available  at  the  planned  levels,  so  most  projects  are  behind  their 
original  schedule  Accomplishments  to  date  include: 

Developed  and  implemented  new  Air  Traffic  On-the-Job  (OJT)  training  courses. 

Streamlined  the  hiring  process  for  Air  Traffic  Controller  and  Aviation  Safety  In- 
spectors. 

Developed  and  implemented  a  new  pre-training  screen  for  Air  Traffic  Controllers. 

Air  Traffic  ciuricula  redesign  underway  ("Train  to  Success"  philosophy). 

Academy  instructor  recruitment/retention  study  implemented. 

Airway  Facilities  curricula  modernization  underway. 

Pilot  programs  initiated  to  off-load  costs  of  training  controllers  (AT)  and  techni- 
cians (J^)  to  private  and  academic  sectors. 

Strategic  Plan  for  Management  Development  implemented. 

Established  the  Airway  Systems  Specialist  occupation  for  Airway  Facilities. 

Mr.  Garr.  What  is  the  status  of  each  Flight  Plan  project  and  how 
much  has  each  project  cost? 
[The  information  follows:] 

FLIGHT  PLAN  FOR  TRAINING 


Curricula  redesign  

On  the  job  training 

Management  development  strategic  plan 

Academic  and  industrial  ties 

Office  of  training  and  ttigher  education  .. 

Recruitment 

Air  traffic  screen 


1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

1995 

$5,210 

$3,524 
303 
1,766 
3,581 
1,129 
2,303 
2,660 

$8,213 
770 
1,008 
2,643 
1,179 
2,281 
1,981 

$6,158 

0 

639 

208 

1,135 

1,205 

1,084 

$4,645 

520 

0 

2,704 

455 

4,411 

199 

1,355 

1,156 

1,929 

142 

2,893 

285 

Total 19,022    15,266    18,075    10,429    6,882 

CENTRALIZED  TRAINING 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  extent  does  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  re- 
quest for  centralized  training  reflect  the  service  organizations'  as- 
sessment of  training  needs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1995  Centralized  Training  budget  was  developed  from  line  require- 
ments. The  Executive  Committee  for  Technical  Training  Oversight  (ECTTO),  com- 
posed of  executive-level  members  representing  all  line  organizations,  provides  con- 
tinuing oversight  of  technical  training  programming.  ECTTO  has  adopted  a  'True 
Needs"  concept  which  assures  that  every  training  requirement  is  subjected  to  in- 
tense scrutiny  before  it  is  funded.  Line  organizations  also  provide  direct  and  con- 
tinuing input  to  the  programming  of  management  training. 

CIVIL  AVIATION  SECURITY  TRAINING 

Mr.  Carr.  What  steps  is  FAA  taking  to  ensure  the  security  work 
force  is  properly  trained  and  has  the  appropriate  level  of  experi- 
ence? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


The  FAA's  1990  Flight  Plan  for  Training  included  an  initiative  to  develop  a  cur- 
riculum for  special  agents  in  the  security  work  force.  The  FAA  completed  a  com- 
prehensive job  task  analysis  of  special  agent  positions  and  has  used  this  analysis 
to  develop  a  three-phase  curriculum.  It  begins  with  an  employee  orientation  guide 
and  self-study  modules  that  introduce  the  new  employees  to  CivU  Aviation  Security 
programs  during  their  first  six  months  on  the  job.  The  second  phase  is  a  three-week 
basic  core  course  at  the  FAA  Academy,  from  which  they  graduate  as  Special  Agents. 
The  third  stage  is  supervised  on-the-job  training  (OJT);  returning  from  the  Academy 
to  their  work  locations,  the  new  special  agents  are  paired  with  experienced  employ- 
ees who  are  both  mentors  and  supervisors.  The  OJT  augmented  with  formal  class- 
room training  continues  until  agents  reach  journeyman  level.  The  FAA  also  devel- 
oped a  Master  Plan  for  Training  Development  and  a  Career  Pathing  Handbook, 
which  outline  training  and  work  experience  necessary  to  progress  to  journeyman 
level  and  to  specialized  occupations  such  as  Federal  Security  Manager  or  Hazardous 
Materials  Coordinator. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  SECURITY  FIELD  OFFICES 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  FAA  assessed  the  possibility  of  consolidating  its 
security  field  offices  and  reducing  the  number  of  supervisory  and 
overhead  positions  without  impacting  the  number  of  field  inspec- 
tors? If  so,  what  are  the  results? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Civil  Aviation  Security,  is  using  the  buy-out/early-out  authority,  in  conjunction 
with  analysis  of  direct  tasks,  supervision,  and  management,  to  reduce  the  number 
of  supervisory  and  overhead  positions.  The  FAA  strategies  to  reorganize  and  stream- 
Une  will  be  more  fully  developed  during  the  next  three  to  six  months.  ConsoUdation 
of  regional  offices  will  be  considered  in  developing  the  streamline  strategy. 

MOVING  BEYOND  "CHECKLIST"  MENTALITY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  steps  is  FAA  taking  to  ensure  that  its  security 
inspectors  move  beyond  inspections  and  a  "checklist"  mentality  to 
become  problem  solvers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  the  second  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1994,  FAA  implemented  a  revised  field 
inspection  program  that  targets  selected  areas  of  program  emphasis  and  maintains 
the  focus  of  the  security  workforce  on  identified  problem  areas  until  they  are  re- 
solved. This  process  guides  security  inspectors  and  managers  away  from  a  "check- 
List"  mentality  by  requiring  them  to  determine  the  root  cause  of  a  security  problem 
and  to  take  the  necessary  steps  to  correct  the  problem.  FAA  first  applied  this  ap- 
proach to  access  systems  at  U.S.  airports.  FAA  is  refining  the  process  for  subse- 
quent application  to  other  program  areas.  In  addition  the  inspection  process  is  being 
revised  to  jdeld  more  detailed,  comprehensive  data  and  more  effective  detection  of 
vulnerabilities  and  necessaiy  corrective  actions.  Consultation  and  problem  solving 
sessions  with  air  carriers,  airports,  and  their  employees  are  important  components 
of  the  new,  focused  approach  to  security. 

ALLOCATING  SECURITY  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  steps  is  FAA  taking  to  bring  a  more  analytical 
approach  to  the  manner  in  which  it  allocates  security  resources  and 
determines  the  frequency  of  airport  inspections? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1994,  FAA  began  re-structuring  its  national  aviation  se- 
curity inspection  process  to  quantify  the  cost  of  its  programs  and  to  establish  accept- 
able levels  of  performance  of  regulated  parties.  The  frequency  of  future  inspections 
and  testing  activities  will  be  driven  by  the  results  of  the  inspections  and  tests,  and 
the  success  with  which  the  aviation  industry  is  able  to  address  the  problems  identi- 
fied in  the  inspections  and  tests.  Data  derived  from  focused  inspections  of  industry 
will  guide  the  deployment  of  resources.  This  structured  approach,  now  underway, 
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will  afford  program  managers  added  flexibility  to  shift  resources  and  emphasis  from 
program  to  program  based  on  identifiable  needs  or  threats. 

FOREIGN  AIR  CARRIER  SECURITY  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  To  what  extent  does  FAA  inspect  foreign  airlines  to 
ensure  that  no  significant  security  threat  exists  for  U.S.  citizens 
traveling  on  such  aircraft? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Foreign  airlines  subject  to  Federal  Aviation  Regulations,  Part  129,  operating  to 
and  from  the  United  States,  are  required  to  submit  programs  acceptable  to  the  Fed- 
eral Aviation  Administration.  FAA's  Civil  Aviation  Security  force  evaluates  the 
measures  of  foreign  airlines  operating  at  airports  in  the  United  States  and  their  last 
points  of  departure  to  the  United  States  to  ensure  the  seciuity  programs  are  fully 
implemented. 

NATIONAL  ROUTE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  January  1993,  the  FAA  began  allowing  aircraft  op- 
erators of  U.S.  flights  of  at  least  1,500  nautical  miles,  flown  at  or 
above  39,000  feet,  to  select  and  use  the  most  efficient  direct  route 
in  place  of  a  published  IFR  route.  Approval  of  these  routes  was  to 
be  based,  however,  upon  controller  approval. 

What  has  been  the  experience  to  date  under  this  rule,  and  what 
is  your  estimate  of  fuel  saved? 

[The  information  follows:] 

On  April  22,  1992,  the  FAA  published  Advisory  Circular  90-91,  which  imple- 
mented the  National  Route  Program  (NRP).  The  results  of  this  program  have  been 
extremely  successful.  The  Air  Transport  Association  of  America  reported  that  its 
member  carriers  saved  an  estimated  $6.62  million  dollars  during  1992.  Savings  of 
as  much  $10  million  dollars  are  expected  for  1993,  although  these  data  are  not  cur- 
rently available.  The  program  initially  allowed  operators  the  opportunity  to  operate 
under  the  NRP  for  approximately  300  daily  flights.  In  December  1993  the  FAA  ex- 

Eanded  the  NRP  to  include  an  additional  20  city  pairs.  This  has  increased  the  eligi- 
le  flights  to  approximately  500  per  day  which  should  result  in  additional  savings 
for  the  user.  The  FAA  is  continuing  to  work  with  the  user  community  to  identify 
opportunities  to  further  expand  this  program. 

NAS  LOGISTICS  SUPPORT  FOURTH  QUARTER  OBLIGATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  the  FAA  obligated  26.37  percent 
of  its  operations  appropriation  in  the  fourth  quarter.  NAS  logistics 
support  had  the  highest  fourth  quarter  obligational  activity  of  all 
budget  activities,  at  31.1  percent.  Why  is  this  budget  activity  so 
much  slower  than  the  account-wide  average? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  the  FAA  as  a  whole  was  approximately  76  percent  personnel 
compensation  and  benefits  (PC&B)  related,  while  the  NAS  Logistics  Support  (NLS) 
activity  was  approximately  38  percent  PC&B.  This  is  significant  because  PC&B  obli- 
gations accrue  relatively  evenly  over  the  fiscal  year.  Conversely,  the  NLS  activity 
accrues  62  percent  of  its  obligations  in  other  objects,  primarily  contractual  services 
and  supplies.  These  types  of  transactions  require  long  lead-times  and  are  planned 
to  occur  late  in  the  fiscal  year  to  compensate  for  this  anomaly. 

Additionally,  during  the  last  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1993,  the  Agency  was  able  to 
provide  an  additional  $4  million  to  the  FAA  Logistics  Center  for  NAS  supply  sup- 
port. These  fiinds  were  applied  to  prepositioned  high  priority  requisitions  which 
were  obligated  in  the  fourth  quarter. 

CONTROLLER  STAFFING  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  its  April  1994  report  to  the  Congress  on  controller 
staffing  requirements,  the  FAA  confirms  that  its  regions  use  dif- 
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ferent  methods  for  analyzing  the  controller  operational  environ- 
ment and  managing  the  staffing  ceilings  provided  by  headquarters. 
As  the  report  states,  "headquarters  allocates  each  region  an  annual 
aggregate  CWF  target  for  the  year,  which  each  region  distributes 
in  its  own  way."  What  actions  is  the  FAA  taking  to  standardize  the 
methods  used  by  your  field  offices  in  this  regard? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  staffing  standard  forecasts  are  intended  to  be  used  by  regions  as  a  guide  for 
distributing  positions.  Regions  have  the  flexibility  to  distribute  staffing  in  a  manner 
that  reflects  their  unique  requirements.  In  most  cases,  regional  authorized  staffing 
is  within  10  percent  of  the  number  determined  by  the  staffing  standard.  This  meth- 
od has  been  successful  in  allocating  resources  where  they  are  needed  most. 

AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROLLER  STAFFING  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  This  report  notes  that  the  traffic  activity  forecast 
model  is  updated  in  the  spring  of  each  year,  and  serves  as  a  basis 
for  controller  staffing  requirements.  What  traffic  activity  forecast 
was  used  in  development  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  was  based  on  the  fiscal  year  1993  forecast 
which  was  based  upon  fiscal  year  1992  actual  traffic  activity. 

STAFFING  STANDARDS  REVIEW  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  charter  and  schedule  for  the  Staffing 
Standards  Review  Committee,  and  what  products  are  they  expected 
to  deliver? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Staffing  Standards  Review  Committee,  which  is  chaired  by  the  FAA  Deputy 
Administrator  and/or  Executive  Director  for  Systems  Operations,  has  been  estab- 
Ushed  at  the  associate/assistant  administrator  level  to  determine  the  adequacy  of 
current  staffing  standards,  changes  which  may  improve  their  usefulness,  and 
whether  or  not  the  staffing  standards  are  meeting  agency  goals  and  objectives.  The 
committee  has  completed  the  review  of  the  purpose  and  role  of  agency  standards 
and  developed  specific  objectives  for  the  agency's  staffing  standards  program.  The 
following  issues  will  also  be  addressed: 

Determine  if  standards  are  used  consistently  throughout  the  agency 

Determine  reasons  for  differences  between  staffing  standards  and  on-board  staff"- 
ing 

Review  staffing  standards  now  in  use  to  assess  the  appropriateness  of  the  meth- 
odologies, underlying  assumptions,  and  workload  drivers  and  assure  that  these  are 
consistent  throughout  the  agency  standards 

Determine  if  standards  accurately  reflect  the  current  and  future  work  of  specific 
program  areas 

This  effort  will  include  input  from  independent  experts  in  the  field  of  workload 
measurement  and  in-depth  reviews  of  specific  program  area  staffing  standards.  Cur- 
rently, in-depth  reviews  are  underway  for  the  air  traffic  and  airway  facilities  pro- 
gram areas. 

The  review  started  this  fiscal  year,  with  the  bxilk  of  the  work  to  be  accomplished 
in  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995.  The  anticipateu  completion  of  the  effort  for 
air  traffic  and  airway  facilities  staffing  standards  is  fiscal  year  1996. 

AIRCRAFT  N-1  UTILIZATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  for  the  record  data  on  the  number  and 
purposes  of  trips,  number  of  days  and  hours  flown,  and  average  du- 
ration of  each  trip  flown  using  aircraft  N-1. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Gulfstream  IV  (N-1)  was  flown  on  179  trips,  in  168  days,  from  Januai-y  1, 
1993,  through  December  31,  1993.  The  average  duration  was  3.9  hours  per  trip.  A 
breakout  of  the  hours  and  number  of  trips,  by  purpose  of  flight,  follows: 

Purpose  of  lliglil  Trips  Flight-hours 

Transportation  33  175.0 

Training  43  160.4 

Currency 41  144.1 

Evaluation 30  97.6 

Research  &  development  20  93.9 

Other 12  20.9 

Total  179  691.9 

SUNDAY  PREMIUM  PAY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  for  the  record  a  copy  of  OPM's  August 
26,  1993  memorandum  regarding  "change  in  policy  on  Sunday  Pre- 
mium Pay,"  with  the  enclosure,  FPM  letter  550-579. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  August  26,  1993,  Office  of  Personnel  Management  memorandum  regarding 
Sunday  Premium  pay,  with  enclosure,  follows: 


I 
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^A^^  United  States 

'f^\  Office  of 

>XYi^^  Personnel  Management      v.'ashN.groii,  i;  c.  20415-0001 


August  26,  1993 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  DIRECTORS  OF  PERSOIWEL 


FROM:     ^-BARBARA  L.  FISS 

ASSISTANT  DIRECTOR 

FOR  COMPENSATION  POLICY 

SUBJECT:   Change  in  Policy  on  Sunday  Premium  Pay 


We  are  sending  you  an  advance  copy  of  FPM  Letter  550-79, 
August  20,  1993  (Sunday  PremiuB  Pay  for  Periods  of  Paid  Leave 
and  Excused  Absence) ,  to  help  you  implement  a  policy  change  as 
soon  as  possible.   This  letter  reflects  the  decision  of  the 
United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Federal  Circuit  in 
Arroitaqe,  et  al.  v.  United  States  (Fed.  Cir.  No.  92-5157, 
April  12,  1993)  . 

Before  the  policy  change,  employees  who  tool:  paid  leave  or 
were  excused  from  duty  on  a  Sunday  lost  Sunday  premium  pay  for 
the  period  of  absence.   Under  the  policy  change,  agencies  must 
pay  Sunday  premium  pay  to  full-time  employees  who  are 
regularly  scheduled  to  work  on  a  Sunday,  but  instead  take  paid 
leave  or  are  excused  from  duty. 

This  change  in  policy  is  effective  on  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  May  27,  1993.   At  a 
later  date,  0PM  will  provide  inforroation  about  processing 
claims  for  Sunday  premium  pay  for  periods  prior  to  the 
first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after 
May  27,  1993. 

Please  direct  questions  on  this  policy  change  to  the 
Compensation  Administration  Division  on  (202)  606-2358. 


Attachment 
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Office  of  Personnel  Management 

Federal  Personnel  Manual  System 
FPM  Letter 


SUBJECT:        Si.in-nay  Pra-rduir.  Pay  for    Periods  of  Paid 
Leave  and  Excu&'2d  Absence 


Heads  of  Depirtrnents  and  Indeper.denl  Ei!ab!-sl-.rnents: 


FPM  Letter    550-7  9 


Published  in   sdvance 
o(  tncorpoiiilion  in  TPM 

Chapter  550 

KfTAlN  UM'L  VJPHR5EDED 


Washington,  DC  20415 
August    20,    1993 


SUMMARY 

1.  The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  provide  guidance  to  agencies 
on  implementing  the  decision  of  the  United  States  Court  of 
Appeals  for  the  Federal  Circuit  in  Armitaae.  et  al.  v.  United 
States  (Fed.  Cir.  N'o.  92-5157,  April  12,.  1993)  with  regard  to  the 
payment  of  Sunday  premium  pay. 

BACKGROUND 

2.  In  the  Armitaqe  decision,  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals 
for  the  Federal  Circuit  has  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  United 
States  Claims  Court  on  June  20,  1991,  that  the  "leave  with  pay" 
statutes  of  title  5,  United  States  Code,  preclude  any  reduction 
in  pay  for  employees  who  take  annual  or  sick  leave  when  they  are 
regularly  scheduled  to  work  on  Sundays.   The  court  determined 
that  such  employees  are  entitled  to  Sunday  premium  pay  for 
periods  of  authorized  absence  from  work  on  paid  leave.   The 
court  has  made  this  determination  despite  the  fact  tliat 

5  U.S.C.  5544  and  5  U.S.C.  5546(a)  provide  that  an  employee  must 
perform  regularly-scheduled  work  on  Sunday  in  order  to  be 
entitled  to  Sunday  premium  pay. 

3.  The  U.S.  Solicitor  General  decided  not  to  request  a  rehearing 
of  the  Armitaqe  decision  before  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  or  to 
appeal  the  decision  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court.   The  decision  on 
the  merits  of  the  case  becanie  final  on  May  27,  1993. 

4.  Under  5  U.S.C.  5546(a)  and  5  CFR  550.171  for  an  "employee"  as 
defined  in  5  U.S.C.  5541,  and  under  5  U.S.C.  5544(a)  and  5  CFR 
532.509  for  prevailing  rate  employees  paid  from  appropriated 
funds,  a  full-time  employee  is  entitled  to  pay  at  his  or  her  rate 
of  basic  pay,  plus  premium  pay  at  a  rate  equal  to  25  percent  of 


Inquiries:        PersCiuiel  Systei;is  and  .Dversight  Grouj;,   Off  J.ce  of  Caira:.ensai;ivon  Poli:^' 

Ca^^jensation  AjiinLnis^iretion  Division    (202)    606-2858 
Code:  550,    Fay  ?\drrdnist!:-Htion  (General) 


Distribution:   BasiC   FPM  and   FPM  Suoclcnents   532-1    and    990-2 
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FPM  Letter  550-79  (2) 


his  or  her  r£ite  of  basic  pay,  for  each  hour  of  Sunday  work  which 
is  not  overtime  work  and  which  is  not  in  excess  of  8  hoars  for 
each  regularly  scheduled  tour  of  duty  thnt  begins  or  ends  on 
Sunday.   Under  5  CFR  610.:02(g),  "regularly  scheduled"  work  means 
work  that  is  scheduled  in  advance  of  ar;  ad-iinistrat  ive  workweek 
under  an  agency's  procedures  for  establishing  workweeks  in 
accordance 'with  5  CFR  610.111.   Also,  under  5  CFR  610.13  1(b),  all 
work  performed  by  an  employee  on  a  "first  4  0-hour  tour  of  duty" 
within  the  first  40  hours  during  the  administrative  workweek  is 
considered  to  be  •■■regularly  scheduled."   Part-tiiae  employees  and 
employees  who  work  intermittently  are  not  entitled  to  preniiuK  pay 
for  Sunday  work. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

3.   The  Office  of  Personnel  Management  has  determined  that  while 
the  Arroitaqe  decision  specifically  addresses  annual  leave  under 
5  U.S.C.  6303  and  sick  leave  under  5  U.S.C.  6307,  agencies  must 
also  pay  Sunday  premiuni  pay  to  full-time  exr.ployees  when  other 
types  of  paid  leave  are  approved  and  taken  in  lieu  of  regularly 
scheduled  nonovertime  work  on  Sundays.   This  includes  home  leave 
and  shore  leave  under  5  U.S.C.  6305,  leave  for  jury  or  witness 
service  under  5  U.S.C.  6322,  military  leave  under  5  U.S.C.  6323, 
funeral  leave  under  5  U.S.C.  6326,  and  excused  absences  approved 
by  agencies  consistent  with  subchapter  11  of  FPM  Chapter  630. 

6.  Effective  on  the  first  day  of  the  first  pay  period  beginning 
on  or  after  May  27,  1993,  agencies  nust  pay  Sunday  premium  pay 
req'jired  by  5  U.S.C.  5546(a)  or  5  U.S.C.  5544  (for  up  to  8  hours 
in  any  tour  of  duty,  excluding  overtime  hours)  to  a  full-time 
employee  as  defined  in  5  U.S.C.  6301  who  is  regularly  scheduled 
to  work  on  Sunday,  but  who  receives  basic  pay  for  a  period  of 
paid  leave  or  excused  absence  during  that  tour  of  duty.   This 
change  in  policy  does  not  apply  to  nonappropriated  fund  eTiiployees 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 

7.  OPM  will  provide  information  about  processing  claims  for 
Sunday  premium  pay  for  periods  prior  to  the  first  day  of  the 
first  pay  period  beginning  on  or  after  May  27,  1993,  at  a  later 
date. 

8.  An  employee  is  not  entitled  to  Sunday  premium  pay  and  is  not 
other-wise  affected  by  the  Armitage  decision  when  the  esployee 
does  not  take  paid  leave  on  a  Sunday  because  the  employee  is  in  a 
nonpay  status,  is  excused  from  a  requirement  to  perforrj  overtime 
v;ork,  performs  no  work  on  a  holiday,  takes  compensatory  tirae  off, 
or  uses  credit  hours  under  a  flexible  work  schedule. 


Patricia  W.  Lattimore 
Acting  Deputy  Director 
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FAA — NATCA  SUNDAY  PAY  SETTLEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  the  FAA-NATCA  settlement 
agreement  on  the  issue  of  Sunday  Premium  Pay. 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  were  two  agreements  made  between  the  FAA  and  NATCA  on  Sunday  Pre- 
mium Pay.  The  first  was  signed  on  September  29,  1993.  The  second  was  signed  on 
December  9,  1993,  and  addressed  some  ambiguities  found  in  the  first  agreement. 
Copies  are  attached. 
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SETTLEMENT  AGREEMENT 
This  settlement  agreement  is  made  and  entered  into  by  and 
between  the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllers  Association  (the 
Union  or  NATCA)  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation, 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  (the  Agency) .   The  purpose  of 
this  agreement  is  to  resolve  with  finality  (1)  the  Union's 
November  20,  1992,  grievance  for  back  pay  on  behalf  of  all  air 
traffic  controllers  who  were  regularly  scheduled  to  work  on 
Sunday  and  took  paid  leave  on  that  day  and  did  not  receive 
premium  pay  (Grievance  No. (NO  ALR- 92-12-NAT-l) ,  and  (2)  any 
individual  grievances  by  bargaining  unit  members  concerning  the 
same  issue  that  were  filed  under  the  parties'  collective 
bargaining  agreement. 

In  Armitage  v.  United  States,  No.  92-5157,  (Fed.  Cir.  April 
12,  1993),  the  court  held  that  employees  who  are  regularly 
scheduled  to  work  on  Sunday  are  entitled  to  premium  pay  for 
annual  and  sick  leave  used  on  that  day.   On  August  26,  1993,  the 
Office  of  Personnel  Management  further  determined  that  such 
employees  are  entitled  to  premium  pay  for  other  types  of  paid 
leave  and  excused  absences.   The  Agency  complied  with  the 
prospective  application  of  Armitage  guidance  by  paying  employees 
such  premium  pay  beginning  with  pay  period  93-17  (July  25,  1993) . 

In  consideration  of  the  premises  and  mutual  promises  herein 
contained,  it  is  agreed  as  follows: 

1.   This  settlement  agreement  covers  and  includes  all  GS- 
2152  employees  in  the  NATCA  bargaining  unit  on  November  20,  1992, 
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and  all  GS-21B2  employees  in  the  NATCA  bargaining  unit'  on  the 
date  this  settlement  agreement  is  signed. 

2.  For  the  period  March  7,  1993,  through  July  24,  1993  (pay 
periods  93-7  through  93-lG),  each  employee's  back  pay,  including 
accrued  interest,  will  be  determined  on  a  pay  period  by  pay 
period  basis  based  upon  actual  use  of  paid  leave  and  excused 
absence  taken  on  Sundays.   Payments  under  this  paragraph  to  all 
covered  employees  will  be  made  on  or  before  December  22,  1993. 

3.  The  Agency  will  remit  a  net  payment  of  $14,644,240  to 
the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllers  Association  in  settlement  of 
any  and  all  back  pay  clairs  for  the  period  November  20,  1986, 
through  March  6,  1993,  for  all  covered  employees.   The  net 
payment  is  based  on  a  gross  payment  of  $18,300,000,  less  20%  of 
the  principal  ($13,223,145)  for  Federal  income  tax  withholding 
($2,644,600)  and  7.65%  of  the  principal  for  the  FICA  withholding 
($1,011,160).^   The  Agency  will  deliver  the  $14,644,240  check  to 
the  Union  by  October  4,  1993. 

4 .  Disbursement  to  employees  of  the  net  payment  described 
in  paragraph  3  shall  be  made  by  the  Union  in  the  following 
manner : 


NATCA  is  the  exclusive  representative  for  the  Agency 
employees  described  in  the  Certification  of  Representative  dated 
June  19,  1987. 

The  FICA  deduction  may  be  less  than  the  amount  shown  because 
some  bargaining  unit  members  may  be  subject  to  only  a  1.45% 
deduction  at  the  time  of  payment.  Should  this  occur,  the  net 
payment  will  be  increased  by  the  amount  the  FICA  deduction  is 
reduced. 
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a.  Within  45  days  of  this  agreement,  the  Agency  shall 
provide  the  Union  with  a  listing  of  employees  showing  the 
amount  of  each  employee's  net  payment.   An  employee's  net 
payment  is  calculated  by  deducting  from  the  gross  payment 
(which  includes  principal  and  interest)  20%  of  the  principal 
for  Federal  income  tax  withholding  and  7.65%  of  the 
principal  for  the  PICA  withholding.   An  employee's  gross 
payment,  based  on  the  premise  that  fourteen  point  thirty- 
three  percent  (14.33%)  of  paid  leave  or  excused  absence 
taken  by  an  employee  occurred  on  Sunday,  is  calculated  by 
applying  the  following  formula:   multiply  14.33%  times  th^ 
actual  leave  taken  times  the  rate  of  basic  pay  per  pay 
period  times  the  rate  of  Sunday  premium  pay  (25%) . 

b.  Pursuant  to  the  Privacy  Act,  and  0PM  GOVT-1,  General 
System  of  Records,  Routine  Use  J,  the  Agency  will  also 
release  to  the  Union  the  home  addresses  of  the  employees 
covered  by  this  agreement.   The  Union  will  include  in  the 
letter  to  each  employee  accompanying  the  payment  check 
referred  to  in  paragraph  4C  below  the  following  language: 

"The  FAA  has  provided  NATCA  your  home  address  for  the 
limited  purpose  of  sending  you  this  payment.   NATCA  will 
m.ake  no  further  use  of  your  address  unless  it  is  obtained 
from  another  authorized  source." 

c.  No  later  than  December  31,  1993,  the  Union  shall  remit 
the  net  payment  to  each  employee. 
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d.   The  Agency  shall  record  on  each  employee's  W-2  form  for 
1993  the  amount  of  the  gross  payment  and  Federal  income 
taxes  and  FICA  withheld  under  this  agreement  and  will  supply 
an  IRS  Form  1099  as  applicable. 

5.  The  Union  shall  withdraw  with  prejudice  Grievance  No. 
(NO  ALR-92-NAT-1  and  any  other  related  grievances  from  the  Union 
and  bargaining  unit  employees  and  release  the  agency  and  its 
employees  from  any  and  all  claims  on  behalf  of  employees 
described  in  paragraph  1  above  arising  out  of  the  subject  matter 
of  this  grievance.   The  Union  further  agrees  that  claims  raised 
in  this  and  any  other  related  grievances  on  behalf  of  employees 
described  in  paragraph  1  above  shall  not  become  the  subject  of 
any  future  grievances,  complaints,  charges,  or  court  proceedings. 

6.  This  settlement  agreement  shall  not  be  construed  as  an 
admission  by  the  Agency  of  any  unlawful  or  improper  act  against 
the  Union  or  any  Agency  employees.   The  Agency  specifically 
disclaims  any  liability  to  the  Union,  any  Agency  employees 
represented  by  the  Union,  or  any  other  person. 

7.  This  settlement  shall  be  binding  upon  the  Union  and  the 
Agency  employees  it  represents,  the  employees'  heirs, 
administrators,  representatives,  executors,  successors,  and 
assigns,  and  shall  inure  to  their  benefit  and  the  benefit  of  the 
Agency  and  its  employees  and  other  agents. 

8.  The  parties  hereby  confirm  that  they  have  acted  with  the 
advice  of  legal  counsel  and  with  full  knowledge  of  all  the 
material  facts  in  the  execution  9f  this  a-:reement .   The  agreement 
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is  a  voluntary  act  of  the  parties,  free  from  undue  influence, 
fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  coercion. 

9.  This  agreement  contains  the  entire  understanding  of  the 
parties.   No  modification  or  waiver  of  any  of  its  terms  of 
agreement  shall  be  valid  unless  it  is  made  in  writing  and 
executed  by  the  parties. 

10.  This  constitutes  a  full  and  complete  settlement  of  this 
matter,  including  all  costs,  attorney  fees,  and  any  other  claims 
each  party  may  have . 

The  parties  have  executed  this  agreement  this  29th  day  of 
September,  1993. 


FOR  THE  AGENCY: 


FOR    THE    LTNION: 


-g^c^i. 


:t2- 


'/ 


/ 


.APPROVED 


/2:.<f^^-««-^VW7^ — . 


768 


SETTLEMENT  AQRCEMENT 

This  aettlemciit  etgieament  is  inado  and  entered  into  by  and 
betwoen  the  National  Air  Traffic  Controllore  Association  {the 
Union)  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Federal 
Aviation  Adminictration  (th«  Agency).   The  purpose  of  thie 
agreement  io  to  reoolve  with  finality  disputes  between  the 
partiee  concerning  the  intorprotation  and  applitration  of  their 
Septembar  29,  1993,  aettlement  agreement  of  Gri«vane«  No.  (NC) 
ALR-92-U-NAT-1. 

In  oonaideration  of  the  preraiees  and  mutual  proiiiitsee  herein 
contained,  it  ie  agreed  as  followsj 

I.   The  FAA  holds  NATCA  harmlesB  for  any  overruns  related  to 
employoe  appeals  provided  NATCA' S  net  payment  of  514,644, 2-10  plus 
the  5595,775  FICA  adjustment  payment  and  any  accrued  interest 
yields  an  ineuffioiont  euro  to  cover  t-ha  reasonable  coats  of 
appeald,  after  making  diebureamenta  to  employRnR.   The  agency 
will  make  a  BupplemeuLal  payment  to  NATCA  to  cover  the  reasonable 
co8t8  of  thoae  appeals,  provided  the  agency  is  allowed  to  review 
all  of  NATCA' 8  administrative  cc9t8  for  reasonablensBo .   The 
agency  will  aloo  bo  allowed  to  review  the  appeals  process  and 
Buppui-Live  documontotion  as  needed  to  verify  legitimacy.   The 
appeal  proceeo  will  conform  in  all  oignifioant  and  material 
reepecto  to  the  one  set  forth  on  the  draft  oorreapondenca 
appendttd  to  the  Union • b  Statement  of  Position  to  Arbitrator  Bloch 
dated  Deoember  3,  1993. 

2.   The  agency  will  oalculate  and  p«y  the  entitlements  of 
eliqiblc  pdrt-time,  leave  without  pay  and  any  other  employees  who 
were  not  on  the  ellqibi ■ Ilv  list  submitted  to  NATCA  on  November 
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9,  1995  uoing  the  eaonG  formula  used  for  the  other  bargaining  unit 
meA\bero.   Upon  receipt  of  payment  and  entitlement  d^tn  from  th« 
agency  in  the  same  form  provided  on  November  9,  1993,  theoa 
employees  will  be  covered  by  the  oattlamont  appeal  process 
administered  by  NATCA . 

T.   If  after  a  reasonable  effort  to  deliver  checks  to  all 
liatad  employeua  NATCA  still  holds  any  unclaiji\ed  or  undeliverable 
oheok  amounto  aftei  December  31,  1994,  NATCA  will  exp«ditiouoly 
return  the  aniount  of  the  checks  along  with  a  liotinq  of  eroployooo 
and  th«  amount  due  them  to  the  agency.   The  agenoy  thereafter 
will  accept  payment  responeibili.ty . 

4.  ThiB  agroement  contains  the  entire  understanding  of  the 
parties . 

5.  ThiB  confltltntes  a  full  and  oomplote  eottlament  of  this 
matter,  including  all  ooeta,  attorney  fees,  and  any  other  claims 
each  party  may  havo. 

The  parties  have  executed  this  agreement  thic   j       day  of 
December,  1993. 
FOR  THE  AGENCY  1  FOR  THE  UNION « 


APPROVED 
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COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  DECISIONS  ON  SUNDAY  PAY 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  copy  of  any  previous  Comptroller 
General  decisions  on  the  subject  of  Sunday  Premium  Pay. 
[The  information  follows:] 

Several  Comptroller  General  decisions  follow  which  support  the  interpretation 
that  work  must  be  performed  on  Sunday  in  order  for  an  employee  to  receive  Sunday 
premiimi  pay. 
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In  consonance  with  the  provisions  of  the  (^orregidor-Bataan  Me- 
morial, legishition  funds  were  appropriates!  to  the  Commission  and 
the  Veterans  Administration.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  and 
Reh\ted  Agencies  Appropriation  Act,  1960  (Public  Law  89-52,  ap- 
proved June  "28,  1965.  TO  Stat.  191),  provides: 

CORREGIDOR-HATAAN  MEMORIAL  COMMISSION 

Salaries  and  Expenses 

For  expenses  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  5. 
19r>3   (f>7  Stat.  366),  as  amended,  $25,000. 

VETERANS  ADMINISTRATION 
Construction,  Corregidor-Bataan  Memorial 

For  planning  and  constructing  a  memorial  on  Corregidor  Island,  and  other 
expenses,  as  authorized  by  the  Act  of  August  5,  1953,  as  amended  (36  U.S.C. 
426 ) .  $1.400.(X)0,  to  remain  available  until  expended. 

The  two  appropriations,  while  involving  the  same  project,  the  Cor- 
regidor-Bataan Memorial,  are  nevertheless  separate  and  distinct.  One, 
a  fiscal  year  appropriation,  is  for  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  Com- 
mission in  the  performance  of  its  functions  under  the  act  of  August  5, 
1953;  the  other,  a  no-year  appropriation,  is  for  the  expenses  of  the 
Veterans  Administration  in  the  performance  of  its  functions  under 
the  act. 

The  $3,000  request  of  the  Commission  for  travel  of  a  member  of 
its  staff  involves  tasks  which  the  Commission  clearly  considers  to  be 
encompassed  by  its  statutory  functions.  And,  although  the  functions 
of  the  Commission  and  those  of  the  Veterans  Administration  are 
interwoven,  a  fact  which  we  may  presume  was  recognized  by  the  Con- 
gress, we  perceive  no  legal  basis  for  the  request  of  the  Commission 
that  its  appropriation  be  augmented  by  an  allocation  of  funds  from 
the  related  appropriation  to  the  Veterans  Administration. 

Accordingly,  you  are  advised  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  no  part  of 
the  $1,400,000  appropriation  to  the  Veterans  Administration  is  avail- 
able for  the  travel  of  staff  members  of  the  Corregidor-Bataan  Me- 
morial Commission  in  the  performance  of  the  functions  of  the 
Commission. 

CB-1579633 

Compensation — Postal  Service— Overtime— Leave  Without  Pay 
Effect 

An  annual  rate  regular  PFS-4  distribution  postal  clerk  on  a  5-day  basic  work- 
week schedule,  Monday  through  Friday,  8  hours  each  day,  8  a.m.  to  4  :30  p.m.. 
who  is  absent  without  pay  the  first  4  hours  on  Monday  and  works  until  8  p.m. 
Is  not  entitled  to  be  paid  at  the  overtime  rate  for  the  hours  of  work  performed 
after  4:30  p.m..  section  5(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1965  (39 

235-533   O  -  67   -   19 
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U.S.C.  3573),  authorizing  overtime  pay  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  in  a  day 
or  40  hours  in  a  week,  defining  "overtime  work"  as  "any  work  ordered  or  ap- 
proved," which  is  performed  by  an  annual  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  a 
regular  work  schedule,  and  a  leave  without  pay  period  not  constituting  part  of  a 
basic  8-hour  day  or  40-hour  workweek,  the  employee  for  work  performed  after 
4 :30  p.m.  is  only  entitled  to  receive  his  basic  rate  of  pay. 

Post  Office  Department — Employees — Compensatory  Time 

A  postal  service  annual  rate  regular  PFS-8  employee  absent  without  pay  4  hours 
on  a  regularly  scheduled  8-hour  day  of  his  40-hour  workweek  who  performs 
work  after  scheduled  hours  may  not  be  granted  compensatory  time  for  the  work 
performed  after  hours,  section  5(b)  (2)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of 
1965,  authorizing  compensatory  time  equal  to  the  overtime  worked  only  for  work 
in  excess  of  that  included  in  an  employee's  regular  work  schedule,  and  the  PFS-8 
employee  having  performed  no  overtime  work  may  not  be  granted  compensatory 
time  for  the  work  performed  after  scheduled  hours  on  a  day  that  he  was  in  a 
leave  without  pay  status  for  part  of  the  day. 

Compensation — ^Postal  Service— Overtime— Day  and  Week  Work 
Requirements 

An  hourly  rate  regular  PFS-4  postal  service  emjrfoyee  scheduled  for  3  hours  of 
service  each  day,  5  p.m.  to  8  p.m.,  6  days  a  week,  Sunday  through  Friday,  who 
is  on  annual  leave  from  5  p.m.  to  6  p.m.  on  Friday,  at  which  time  having  per- 
formed extra  work  earlier  in  the  week,  he  completed  40  hours  of  work,  and  then 
works  until  8  p.m.  is  entitled  for  the  2  hours  of  work  performed  after  G  p.m. 
on  Friday  to  be  paid  overtime  at  the  rate  of  150  i)er  centum  of  his  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  under  section  5(b)(1)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary 
Act  of  1965,  the  hour  of  authorized  annual  leave  constituting  part  of  the  em- 
ployee's 8-hour  day  or  40-hour  week ;  however,  had  the  absence  been  in  a  leave 
without  pay  status,  a  period  that  is  not  considered  a  part  of  a  basic  scheduled 
period  of  work,  the  employee  would  be  entitled  to  overtime  pay  for  1  hour  only. 

Cojtnpensation — Postal  Service — Overtime— Day  and  Week  Work 
Requirements 

A  substitute  postal  service  employee  in  grade  PPS-4  who  at  the  end  of -a  period 
of  40  hours  authorized  annual  leave,  from  Saturday  through  Thursday,  works 
8  hours  on  Friday  is  entitled  to  be  paid  at  overtime  rates  for  the  Friday  work 
pursuant  to  section  5(b)  (1)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1965,  the 
40  hours  of  work  requirement,  a  condition  precedent  to  the  accumulation  of  over- 
time by  a  substitute  employee,  having  been  satisfied  by  the  grant  of  40  hours 
annual  leave,  despite  the  fact  that  a  substitute  employee  has  no  scheduled  tour 
of  duty ;  however,  time  in  a  leave  without  pay  status  would  not  satisfy  the  40 
hours  of  work  requirement. 

Compensation — Postal  Service — Overtime— —Rounding  Off  Over- 
time  Hours 

The  practice  of  the  Post  Office  Department  of  rounding  off  overtime  hours  to  the 
nearest  whole  houi  at  the  end  of  each  biweekly  pay  period  being  one  of  long 
standing,  absent  a  statutory  provision  governing  the  matter,  the  Dejtartment  may 
continue  the  practice,  and  a  substitute  iK)stal  service  employee  in  grade  PFS-4. 
serving  42  hours  and  40  minutes  the  first  service  week  of  the  pay  period  and  42 
hours  and  31  minutes  the  second  week  is  entitled  for  the  total  overtime  of  4  hours 
and  71  minutes  to  5  hours  overtime  comr>ensation  at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of 
his  basic  compehsation  as  prescribed  by  section  5(b)(1)  of  the  Federal  Em- 
ployees Salary  Act  of  1965. 
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Compensation — Postal  Service — Overtime — Day  and  \^eek  \^  ork 
Requirements 

The  hours  of  work  performed  by  a  postal  service  employee  holdinp  twd  separate 
positions,  one  a  regular  hourly  rate  appointment  as  a  janitor.  PFS-1.  the  other 
a  dual  appointment  as  an  annual  rate  distribution  clerk,  PFS-4,  may  be  com- 
bined to  satisfy  the  basic  workday  or  workweek  requirements  of  section  5^b) 
of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1960.  as  both  hourly  rate  regular  em- 
ployees and  annual  rate  regular  employees  are  entitled  to  overtime  compensa- 
tion for  officially  ordered  work  performed  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day  or  40  hours 
a  week,  and  upon  satisfaction  of  the  basic  work  requirements,  overtime  is  payable 
at  the  rate  applicable  to  the  position  or  positions  in  which  the  employee  per- 
formed the  overtime  service,  and  an  employee  scheduled  to  work  12  hours  a  week 
as  a  janitor.  10  a.m.  to  12  noon.  Saturday  through  Friday,  exclusive  of  Sunday. 
and  as  a  clerk  40  hours  a  week.  8  hours  a  day  from  1  :30  p.m.  to  10  p.m..  Saturday 
through  Thursday,  is  entitled  to  2  hours  overtime  at  the  PFS-4  rate  on  the  days 
he  works  as  a  clerk  and  to  2  hours  at  the  PFS-1  rate  for  the  overtime  on  Friday. 

Compensation — Postal  Service — Overtime — Substitute   Employees 

A  postal  employee  serving  54  hours  in  a  week  under  two  separate  apiKuutments. 
one  as  substitute  clerk,  PFS-4.  the  other  as  custodian,  hourly  rate  regular  PFS-1. 
who  in  addition  to  his  scheduled  duties  as  a  janitor.  8  a.m.  to  1  :30  p.m..  t;  days 
a  week.  Saturday  through  Friday  (30  hours),  performs  4  additional  hours  in  the 
PFS-1  position,  "plus  20  hours  as  a  substitute  clerk  that  required  work  on  2  days 
in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day,  is  entitled  to  14  hours  of  overtime  for  the  excess 
hours  over  40  of  the  total  service  in  both  positions,  computed  at  the  PFS-1  rate, 
the  position  in  which  all  the  work  over  the  basic  40  hours  was  performed,  and 
a  substitute  employee  not  entitled  to  overtime  for  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a 
day,  and  section  5(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  llH>-">  not  contem- 
plating duplicate  overtime  reimbursement,  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day.  and 
the  use  of  the  same  hours  for  computing  work  in  excess  of  40  hours  f>er  week, 
no  overtime  may  be  authorized  for  work  performed  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day. 

Compensation — Postal  Service — Overtime — Day  and  U  eek  Work 
Requirements 

A  postal  service  employee  .serving  under  a  PFS-1  appointment  as  janitor  from 
8  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m..  Sunday  through  Thursday,  who  pursuant  to  3r>  TSC.  333.". 
no  separate  aiipointment  being  involved,  is  assigned  to  perform  the  wtirk  of  a 
distribution  clerk.  PFS— 4.  and  is  paid  at  that  rate  for  work  performed  on  Wednes- 
day. Thursday  and  Friday,  is  entitled  to  overtime  compensation  at  the  PFS— 4 
rate  for  the  work  performed  on  Friday,  the  employee  having  satisfied  the  40-hour 
workweek  requirement  of  section  .")(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of 
1965  upon  completion  Thursday  of  five  S-hour  workdays. 

Compensation — Postal  Service — Overtime — Day  and  \^'eek  \S  ork 
Requirements 

A  PFS— 4  regular  distribution  postal  clerk  in  an  authorized  annual  leave  status 
during  his  regularly  scheduled  workweek  of  Monday  through  Friday,  w  hi>  wurk^ 
8  hours  on  Saturday  is  entitled  to  overtime  couipensation  pursuant  tn  ^.tntion 
5(b)  of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary-  Act  <>f  lt>65  for  the  work  perfonneil  nuu-ide 
of  his  regularly  scheduled  workweek  :  however,  had  the  employee  l)een  in  a  leavt- 
without  pay  status  instead  of  absent  on  authorized  leave,  he  would  nor  be  entitled 
to  overtime  c-omf>ensation  for  the  work  i)erforniHi  on  Saturday,  for  while  a  leave 
with  pay  status  may  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  basic  N-hour  day  or  4i'khoux 
week,  a  period  of  leave  without  [>ay  may  not  l>e  included. 
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Compeiisation — Postal  Service — Additional  Compensation — Suft. 
day.  Etc.,  Work 

When  the  reg^jlar  work  schedule  of  a  regiilar  «nnual  rate  postal  distribution  clerk 
in  PFS— }  includes  S  hours  on  Sunday  and  he  takes  4  hours  annual  leave  on  that 
day,  he  is  not  entitled  to  he  paid  the  extra  25  percent  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic 
r>ay  for  that  paxt  of  the  8-hour  day  on  which  he  is  absent  on  leave,  for  while 
generally  leave  with  pay  is  synonymous  with  duty  insofar  as  entitlement  to 
bas>ic  pay  is  concerned,  where  the  additional  pay  is  authorized  for  services 
rendered  on  a  certain  day,  entitlement  to  the  extra  pay  is  dei>endent  upon  the 
actual  performance  of  work  on  that  day,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute 

Compensation — Postal  Service*— Overtime — Rate  Payable 

A  substitute  postal  distribution  clerk  in  PFS— i  who  sej-ved  a  total  of  32  hours 
from  Saturday  through  Tuesday,  and  who  pursuant  to  39  U.S.C.  333o  is  assigned 
to  perform  on  Wednesday  and  Thursday  the  duties  of  a  PFS-7  position,  for 
which  he  has  previously  qualified  to  receive  higher  level  pay,  is  entitled  to 
receive,  for  the  8  hours  of  work  that  exceeded  40  hoars  of  combined  service  in 
one  service  week,  overtime  compensation  computed  at  the  PFS-7  rate. 

To  the  Postmaster  General,  November  17, 1965: 

On  Xovember  3,  1965,  your  Deputy  Postmaster  General  requested 
our  decision  construing  39  U.S.  Code  3573,  as  amended  by  section  5(b) 
of  the  Federal  Employees  Salary  Act  of  1965,  Public  Law  89-301,  79 
•Stat.  1114.  reading  in  part  as  follows: 

lai  In  emergencies  or  if  the  needs  of  the  service  require,  the  Postmaster 
General  may  require  employees  to  perform  overtime  work  or  to  work  on  holidays. 
Overtime  work  is  any  work  officially  ordered  or  approved  which  is  performed  by— 

<1)  an  annual  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  his  regular  work  schedule; 

(2)  an  hourly  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  eight  hours  in  a  day  or 
forty  hours  in  a  week,  and 

<  3 )   a  substitute  employee  in  excess  of  forty  hours  in  a  week. 

(h)  For  each  hour  of  overtime  work  the  Postmaster  General  shall  compensate 
an  employee  in  the  "PFS"  Schedule  as  follows : 

(1)  He  shall  pay  each  employee  in  or  below  salary  level  PFS-7  compensation 
at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his 
level  and  .step  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic  compen- 
sation by  two  thousand  and  eighty. 

(2)  He  shall  grant  each  employee  in  or  above  salary  level  PFS-8  compensatory 
time  equal  to  the  overtime  worked,  or  in  his  discretion  in  lieu  thereof  pay  snch 
employee  compensation  at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic 
compensation  of  the  employee  or  of  the  hourly  rate  of  the  basic  compensation 
for  the  highest  step  of  salary  level  PFS-7,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 

(c)  For  officially  ordered  or  approved  time  worked  on  a  day  referred  to  as 
a  holiday  in  the  Act  of  December  26,  1941  (55  Stat.  862;  5  U.SC.  87b),  or  on  a 
day  designated  by  Executive  order  as  a  holiday  for  Federal  employees,  under 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Postmaster  General,  an  employee  in  the  PFS  sched- 
ule shall  receive  extra  compensation,  in  addition  to  any  other  compensation 
provided  for  by  law,  as  follows  : 

( 1 )  Each  regular  employee  in  or  below  salary  level  PFS-7  shall  be  paid  extrt 
compensation  at  the  rate  of  100  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compen- 
.sation  for  his  level  and  step  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate 
of  ba^ric  compensation  by  two  thousand  and  eighty. 

(2)  Bach  regular  employee  in  or  above  salary  level  PFS-8  shall  be  granted 
compensatory  time  in  an  amount  equal  to  the  time  worked  on  such  holidiy 
within  thirty  working  days  thereafter  or,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Postmaster 
General,  in  lieu  thereof  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  for  the  time  so  worked 
at  the  rate  of  100  per  centum  of  the  boarly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  hiB 
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level  and  step  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled  annual  rate  of  basic  compen- 
sation by  tnvo  thousajid  and  eighty. 

(3)  For  work  performed  on  Christmas  Day  (A)  each  regular  employee  shall 
be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  150  per  centum  of  the  hourly  rate 
of  basic  compensation  for  his  level  and  step,  computed  by  dividing  the  scheduled 
annual  rate  of  basic  compensation  by  two  thousand  and  eighty,  and  (B)  each 
substitute  employee  shall  be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  50  per  centum 
of  the  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  his  level  and  step. 

•  ••«•»« 

(h)    For  the  purposes  of  this  section  and  section  3571  of  this  title — 

(1)  "Annual  rate  regular  employee"  means  an  employee  for  whom  the  Post- 
master General  has  established  a  regular  work  schedule  consisting  of  five  eight- 
hour  days  in  accordance  with  section  3571  of  this  title. 

(2;  "Hourly  rate  regular  employee"  means  an  employee  for  whom  the  Post- 
master General  has  established  a  regular  work  schedule  c*onsisting  of  not  more 
than  forty  hours  a  week. 

(3)  "Substitute  employee"  means  an  employee  for  whom  the  Postmaster 
General  has  not  established  a  regular  work  schedule. 

Pursuant  to  an  informal  understanding  with  representatives  of 
your  Department,  herewith  is  our  aecision  upon  items  1-9  and  upon 
items  11  and  13.  Questions  10  and  12  require  further  consideration 
but  answers  thereto  will  be  furnisiied  as  soon  its  possible. 

1.  E)mployee  A  is  an  annual  rate  regular  distribution  clerk  in  PFS— 4.  He  has 
a  .scheduled  live  day  basic  work  week,  Monday  through  Friday,  eight  hours  each 
day  from  S  :00  A.M.  to  4  :30  P.M.  each  day.  On  Monday,  he  is  on  leave  without 
pay  for  the  first  four  hours.  He  then  works  until  8:00  P.M.  Is  employee  A 
entitled  to  be  paid  at  overtime  rates  for  the  hours  of  actual  work  performed 
after  4  :30  P.M..  or  is  he  entitled  to  be  paid  only  his  regular  computed  hourly 
rate? 

Tlie  quoted  statute  defines  ''overtime  work"  as  "any  work  ordered 
or  approved''  which  is  performed  by — 

(1)   An  annual  rate  regular  employee  in  excess  of  his  regular  work  schedule. 

Under  the  quoted  statute  an  employee  must  have  been  in  a  work 
or  leave  with  pay  status  for  the  number  of  hours  included  in  his  regn.i- 
lar  work  schedule  before  he  may  be  compensated  at  overtime  rates 
for  work  performed  outside  his  scheduled  hours.  "VVliile  a  leave  with 
[)ay  status  may  be  included  as  a  part  of  the  basic  8-hour  day  or  40- 
liour  week,  a  period  of  leave  without  pay  may  not  be  included  for  such 
purpose.  Compare  25  Comp.  Gen.  102;  idr  121 ;  and  also  FPM  550-4, 
l-3b(l)  and  (2)  and  FPM  Supplement  990-2,  Sl-3b(b).  Accord- 
ingly, employee  '*A"  would  not  be  entitled  to  be  compensated  at  the 
overtime  rate  for  service  rendered  after  4  :30  p.m.  but  only  at  his  basic 
rate. 

2.  Employee  B  is  an  annual  rate  regular  in  PFS-8.  His  work  schedule  is 
identical  with  Employee  A.  He  is  on  leave  without  pay  for  the  first  four  hours 
on  Monday  and  he  works  until  8:00  P.M.  The  Department  has  decided  to  grant 
employees  in  PFS-8  to  14  who  perform  overtime  work  compensatory  time 
rather  than  compensation.  Is  employee  B  entitled  to  compensatory  time  for 
hours  of  actual  work  performed  after  4  :30  P.M.  ? 

In  line  with  the  answer  to  question  1,  employee  "B"  performed  no 
overtime  work — work  in  excess  of  that  included  in  his  regular  work 
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schedule.  Since  compensatory  time  may  be  granted  only  for  overtime 
work  performed,  employee  "B"  is  not  entitled  to  compensator}-  time 
for  the  hours  of  work  performed  after  4:30  p.m. 

3.  Employee  C  is  an  hourly  rate  regular  in  PFS— 4.  He  is  scheduled  to  per- 
form  three  hours  of  service  each  day.  six  days  a  week  :  Sunday  throush  Friday 
from  ">  :(XJ  P.M.  to  S  :00  P.M.  On  F^day  he  is  on  authorized  annual  leave 
between  'j.OO  P.M.  and  6:0<)  P.M.  He  works  until  8:00  P.M.  Because  of  extra 
work  performed  earlier  in  the  week,  he  will  have  performed  4<)  hours  of  actual 
work  during  the  service  week  at  6:00  P.M.  on  Friday  if  the  hour  of  annual 
leave  is  counted.  Is  employee  C  authorized  to  be  paid  overtime  for  the  two 
hours  after  0:00  P.M.?  If  your  answer  is  in  the  aflSrmative,  would  it  be  the 
same  if  he  were  on  authorized  leave  without  pay? 

The  tirst  question  in  this  example  is  answered  in  the  affirmative. 
However,  if  employee  "C"  were  on  leave  vrithout  pay  rather  than 
annual  leave  for  the  1  hour,  he  would  be  entitled  to  pay  at  the  over- 
time rate  for  1  hour  only. 

4.  Employee  D  is  a  substitute  in  PFS-^.  He  is  on  authorized  annual  leave 
from  Saturday  through  Thursday  inclusive  for  a  total  of  40  hours.  He  is  called 
to  work  on  Friday  at  8  :00  A.M.  and  works  until  4  :30  P.M.  Is  employee  D 
entitled  to  l)e  paid  at  overtime  rates  for  the  eight  hours  work  performed  on 
Friday?  If  your  answer  is  in  the  affirmative,  would  your  answer  be  the  same 
if  part  of  the  leave  had  been  authorized  leave  without  pay? 

For  the  purpose  of  satisfying  the  40  hours  of  work  requirement,  a 
condition  precedent  to  accumulation  of  overtime  by  a  substitute  em- 
ployee, time  in  a  leave  with  pay  status  should  be  counted  despite  the 
fact  that  a  substitute  has  no  scheduled  tour  of  duty.  However,  time 
in  a  leave  without  pay  status  may  not  be  counted  for  such  purpose. 
The  two  questions  posed  concerning  employee  "D",  therefore,  are 
answered  *'yes"  and  "no"  respectively.    Compare  answer  to  question  1. 

5.  Employee  E  is  a  substitute  in  PFS— 4.  For  the  first  service  week  of  the 
pay  period  he  works  42  hours  and  40  minutes.  For  the  second  week  of  the  pay 
period  he  works  42  hours  and  31  minutes.  May  the  excess  over  40  hours  in 
each  week.  2  hours  and  40  minutes  and  2  hoars  and  31  minutes  respectively, 
be  totaled  at  the  end  of  the  two  week  pay  period  and  rounded  oCf  to  the  nearest 
whole  hour,  i.e.,  5  hours,  for  overtime  pay  purposes,  or  is  the  Department  to 
round  off  the  overtime  to  the  nearest  hour  each  week,  i.e..  3  hours  overtime  for 
each  week,  or  a  total  of  6  overtime  bouTB,  for  the  pay  period.  It  has  always 
been  the  practice  of  the  Post  Office  I>epertment  to  round  oCf  at  the  end  of  the 
pay  period. 

"We  are  aware  of  no  statutory  provision  governing  the  matter  of 
rounding  off  overtime  hours.  However,  we  understand  that  the 
practice  of  rounding  off  overtime  hours  at  the  end  of  each  biweekly 
pay  period  is  one  of  longstanding  in  the  Post  Office  Department 
Under  the  circumstances  we  will  not  object  to  the  practice  of  rounding 
off  overtime  hours  to  nearest  hour  at  the  end  of  each  pay  period  being 
continued.  The  first  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative  and  the 
second  question  in  the  negative. 

6.  Employee  F  has  a  regular  hourly  rate  appointment  as  a  janitor  in  P^^" 
He  also  has  a  dual  appointment  as  an  annual  rate  distribution  clerk  in  P*^]^ 
As  a  janitor  he  is  scheduled  to  work  12  boors  a  week,  from  10:00  A.M.  to  12  :W 
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Noon,  Saturday  through  Friday,  exclusive  of  Sunday.  As  an  annual  rate  regu- 
lar distribution  clerk  he  is  regularly  scheduled  to  work  40  hours  a  week,  namely 
eight  hours  a  day  from  1:30  P.M.  to  10:00  P.M..  Saturday  through  Thursday, 
exclusive  of  Sunday.  These  are  two  distinct  and  separate  apiK)intments.  Docs 
this  fact  require  that  for  overtime  purposes  each  appointment  is  separate,  or 
may  the  hours  of  service  in  each  of  these  two  separate,  independent  positions  be 
combined  for  overtime  purposes?  If  your  answer  is  that  the  hours  may  be 
combined,  at  what  rate  is  overtime  to  be  paid  to  employee  FV 

Since  both  hourly  rate  regrular  employees  and  annual  rate  regular 
employees  are  entitled  to  overtime  compensation  for  officially  ordered 
work  performed  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day  or  40  hours  a  week,  the 
hours  of  work  in  the  two  positions  may  be  combined  in  order  to  satisfy 
the  basic  workday  or  workweek  requirements.  After  the  basic  re- 
quirements have  been  satisfied  overtime  shall  be  computed  at  the  rate 
applicable  to  the  position  or  positions  in  which  the  employee  actually 
performs  overtime  service — work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day  or  40  hours 
a  week.  Thus,  employee  "F"  would  be  entitled  to  2  hours  overtime 
based  on  the  PFS^  rate  for  service  on  Saturday,  Monday,  Tuesday, 
Wednesday  and  Thursday.  In  addition,  he  would  be  entitled  to  2 
hours  overtime  based  on  the  PFS-1  rate  for  service  on  Friday.  How- 
ever, duplicate  use  of  same  hours  of  work  is  not  authorized.  See  reply 
to  item  7,  below. 

7.  Employee  G  has  two  separate  appointments.  One  appointment  is  as  sub- 
stitute clerk,  PFS^,  the  other  as  custodian,  hourly  rate  regular  PFS-1.  In  the 
latter  position  he  is  scheduled  to  work  from  8  :00  A.M.  to  1 :30  P.M.,  six  days  a 
week,  Saturday  through  Friday,  Sunday  excluded.  The  substitute  service  is  as 
needed.     In  a  week  of  service,  employee  G  worked  the  following  hours : 

PFS-4       PFS-1 
position    position 

Saturday  —  •"> 

Sunday  H  — 

Monday  4  •" 

Tuesday  3  j" 

Wednesday  5  H 

Thursday "  —  9 

Friday  —  "> 


Total  20  34 

Is  the  employee  entitled  to  14  hours  overtime  for  the  excess  hours  over  40  of 
the  total  service  in  both  positions.  If  so.  at  what  rate  would  he  be  paid  for 
the  overtime?  Is  the  employee  entitled  to  overtime  on  a  daily  basis:  1  hour  for 
Monday.  2  hours  for  Wednesday  and.  if  so.  at  what  rate  would  the  overtime  be 
paid? 

The  first  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative.  Overtime  should 
be  computed  on  the  rate  for  the  PFS-1  position  since  all  work  per- 
formed after  completion  of  the  basic  40  hours  was  in  the  PFS-1  posi- 
tion. As  a  substitute  employee.-  "G"  is  not  entitled  to  overtime  for 
work  in  excess  of  8  hours  a  day.  Eveh  if  we  assume  the  service  in  the 
regular  position  was  performed  daily  later  than  the  substitute  service 
on  Monday  and  Wednesday,  it  would  not  affect  the  amount  to  which 
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employee  "G"  is  entitled.  The  statute  does  not  contemplate  duplicate 
reimbursement  for  overtime — reimbursement  for  work  in  excess  of  8 
hours  a  day  plus  reimbursement  for  the  same  such  hours  as  being  in 
excess  of  40  hours  per  week.  See  page  8,  H.  Rept.  No.  792,  89th  Cong.. 
August  16,  1965.  Therefore,  no  overtime  is  authorized  for  work  in 
excess  of  8  hours  on  Monday  or  Wednesday. 

8.  Employee  H  is  an  annual  rate  regular  in  PFS-1,  Janitor.  As  such  janitor, 
his  work  week  is  Sunday  through  Thursday,  8 :00  A.M.  to  4  :30  P.M.  He  performs 
service  at  this  regular  position  Sunday  through  Tuesday.  Pursuant  to  Section 
3335  of  Title  39,  U.S.  Code,  he  is  assigned  to  perform  the  work  of  a  distribution 
clerk  PFS-4  on  Wednesday.  Thursday  and  FYiday  between  the  hours  of  8  :00 
A.M.  and  4  :30  P.M.  He  is  paid  compensation  at  the  rate  of  the  higher  level 
position  on  Wednesday,  Thursday  and  Friday.  No  separate  appointments  are 
Involved.  Is  employee  H  entitled  to  overtime  for  the  eight  hours  work  he 
performs  on  Friday?     If  the  answer  is  in  the  affirmative,  at  what  rate? 

The  first  question  is  answered  in  the  affirmative.  Employee  "H" 
would  be  entitled  to  overtime  compensation  for  work  performed  on 
Friday  at  the  PFS— i  rate.     Compare  answer  to  question  6. 

9.  Employee  I  is  an  annual  rate  regular  distribution  clerk  in  PFS-4.  He  has 
a  regularly  scheduled  work  week  of  Monday  through  Friday,  8 :00  A.M.  to  4  :30 
P.M.  He  works  eight  hours  on  Saturday  as  a  distribution  clerk.  This  work  is 
performed  before  and,  hence,  outside  of  hie  regularly  scheduled  work  week.  He 
performs  no  actual  work  in  his  regularly  scheduled  work  week  as  he  is  in  an 
annual  leave  status  the  full  regularly  scheduled  work  week.  Is  employee  I 
entitled  to  be  paid  eight  hours  overtime  for  the  service  he  performed  on  Satur- 
day? If  the  answer  is  in  the  affirmative,  would  he  be  entitled  to  be  paid  over- 
time for  such  service  if  he  were  in  an  authorized  leave  without  pay  status? 

The  answer  to  the  first  question  is  affirmative.  If  employee  "I"  were 
authorized  leave  without  pay  as  distinguished  from  annual  leave  he 
would  not  be  entitled  to  overtime  compensation  for  work  performed 
on  Saturday.    Compare  answer  to  question  1. 

11.  Employee  K  is  a  regular  annual  rate  distribution  clerk  in  PFS-4.  His 
regular  work  schedule  includes  an  eight  hour  period  of  service  on  Sunday,  from 
8  :00  A.M.  to  4  :30  P.M.  At  1 :30  P.M.  he  takes  annual  leave.  Is  employee  K 
entitled  to  be  paid  the  extra  25%  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for 
the  hours  between  1 :30  P.M.  and  4  :30  P.M.?  If  your  answer  is  in  the  affirmative, 
would  your  answer  be  the  same  if  he  were  absent  on  authorized  leave  without 
pay? 

The  first  question  is  answered  in  the  negative.  While  generally  leave 
with  pay  is  synonymous  with  duty  insofar  as  entitlement  to  basic  pay 
is  concerned,  where,  as  here,  additional  pay  is  authorized  for  services 
rendered  on  a  certain  day,  entitlement  to  such  additional  pay  would  be 
dependent  upon  the  actual  performance  of  work  on  such  day,  unless 
otherwise  expressly  provided  by  statute. 

13.  Employee  M  is  a  substitute  distribution  clerk  in  PFS-4.  He  works  from 
Saturday  throqgh  Tuesday  for  a  total  of  thirty-two  hours.  Pursuant  to  Section 
3335,  on  Wednesday  and  Thursday  he  is  assigned  to  perform  the  duties  of  a 
position  in  PFS-7,  for  which  he  has  previously  qualified  to  receive  higher  level 
pay.  He  performs  eight  hours  service  each  day  in  the  higher  level  position. 
Is  employee  M  entitled  to  receive  eight  hours  overtime  because  the  combined 
service  exceeded  40  hours  in  one  service  week?  If  the  answer  is  in  the  affirma- 
tive, at  what  rate  is  the  overtime  to  be  paid? 
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The  tirst  question  is  answered  in  tlie  affirmative.  Employee  "M" 
would  be  entitled  to  overtime  pay  for  S  lioure  computed  at  tlie  PFS-7 
rate.     Compare  answer  to  question  6. 


[B-157-2-i4] 

Lease-Purchase  Program — Property  Transfers  From  General 
Services   Administration 

Pr()[)erty  declared  excess  by  the  Department  of  the  Navy  without  qualification 
or  restriction  and  needed  by  the  Post  Office  Department  for  a  lease-purchase 
construction  project  authorized  under  39  U.S.C.  2103  may  be  conveyed  at  current 
fair  market  value  by  the  General  Services  Administration  to  the  successful 
bidder  on  the  project,  the  value  to  be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
and  although  the  authority  in  section  203(e)(3)(G)  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1&49,  as  amended,  to  negotiate  disposals 
of  pro[>erfy  applies  to  "surplus  property,  that  term  is  defined  in  section  3(g) 
of  the  act  as  including  excess  property  that  is  not  required  for  the  needs  and 
the  discharge  of  the  responsibilities  of  all  Federal  agencies,  and  the  Post  Office 
Department  having  authority  to  acquire  options  on  property  from  private  parties 
to  effectuate  the  lease-purchase  program,  even  though  not  approved  to  receive 
direct  transfers  of  surplus  property,  the  General  Services  Administration  may 
convey  the  needed  property  to  the  successful  bidder  as  though  the  Post  Office 
had  acquired  an  option  from  a  private  owner. 

To  the  Administrator,  General  Services  Administration,  November 
18,   1965: 

Reference  is  made  to  letter  dated  October  29,  1965,  from  your  Gen- 
eral Counsel  furnishing  additional  information  in  support  of  his 
request  of  July  13,  1965,  for  advice  as  to  whether  the  conclusion 
announced  in  our  report  of  November  6,  1963,  to  the  Chairman  of  the 
House  Subcommittee  on  Government  Activities,  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Operations,  is  applicable  to  the  proposed  negotiated  sale  of 
the  Twentynine  Palms  property.  The  proposed  sale  involves  property 
which  was  formerly  a  portion  of  Sunburnt  Homes,  Marine  Corps 
Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California.  It  has  been  proposed  to  sell 
the  property  to  the  successful  bidder  awarded  the  contract  for  the 
construction  of  a  building  to  be  leased  to  the  Post  Office  Department. 

The  Explanatory  Statement  in  justification  of  the  proposed  sale 
filed  with  the  appropriate  congressional  committees  as  required  by 
section  203(e)  (6)  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Serv- 
ices Act  of  1949,  as  amended,  40  U.S.C.  484(e)(6),  stated  that  the 
involved  property  consisting  of  one  parcel  of  unimproved  land  con- 
taining 0.844  of  an  acre  was  acquired  in  1955  for  $1,415  (prorated)  ; 
that  on  February  10,  1965,  the  appraised  fair  market  value  of  the  land 
was  estimated  at  $3,500,  and  that  the  proposed  sale  would  be  made 
to  the  successful  bidder  for  construction  on  the  site  of  a  building  to 
be  leased  to  the  Post  Office  Department.  It  was  stated  further  that 
pursuant  to  a  request  made  by  the  Post  Office  Department  on  March 
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requirement,  we  agree  with  the  conclusion  set  out  in  your  Greneral 
Counsel's  report  of  August  11, 1966,  that  the  failure  of  Hyman  to  list 
a  fabricator  of  the  architectural  cast  stone  rendered  its  bid  nonrespon- 
sive  and  precludes  its  consideration  for  award. 

It  is  suggested,  however,  that  in  future  invitations  for  bids  involving 
architectural  cast  stone  or  any  other  material  with  respect  to  which 
the  fabrication  and  installation  are  both  to  be  performed  by  specialty 
subcontractors,  the  invitations  sliould  specifically  require  bidders  to 
list  separately  both  the  fabricator  and  the  installer. 

The  file  forwarded  with  the  August  11  report  from  your  Greneral 
Counsel  is  enclosed. 

[B-159779] 

Compengation — ^Wage  Board  Employees— Premium  Pay — Sunday 
Work  Regularly  Scheduled 

The  Sunday  premium  pay  benefits  provided  under  section  405(f)  of  Public  Law 
89-50i  (5  U.S.C.  673c)  for  employees  whose  regular  work  schedule  includes  an 
8-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of  which  is  within  the  period  commencing  at 
midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday,  payable  at  the  rate  of  25  per 
centum  of  an  employee's  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  each  hour  of  work 
performed  during  the  8-hour  period  of  service,  apply  to  wage-hour  employees 
whose  regularly  scheduled  workweek  includes  an  8-hour  nonovertime  tour  of 
duty  on  Sunday  between  the  hours  of  7  a.m.  and  3  p.m.  or  3  p.m.  and  11  p.m. 

CompenBation — Wage  Board  Employees — Premium  Pay — Two 
Sundays  in  Workweek 

"VMiere  wage  board  employees  whose  regular  weekly  work  schedule  includes  two 
Sundays — an  8-hour  tour  of  nonovertime  duty  beginning  at  11  p.m.  or  11  -.SO  p.m. 
on  the"  first  Sunday,  the  last  8-hour  tour  of  nonovertime  duty  in  the  workweek 
commencing  at  the  same  hours  on  the  next  Saturday — section  405(f)  of  Public 
Law  8&-504  (5  U.S.C.  e73c)  applies  to  both  regularly  scheduled  8-hour  periods 
of  work,  one  occurring  at  the  beginning  and  the  other  at  the  end  of  an  employee's 
regular  40-hour  workweek,  and  as  there  is  no  requirement  for  the  performance 
of  a  minimum  period  of  Sunday  work  as  a  condition  of  entitlement  to  the  premium 
compensation,  the  employees  are  entitled  under  the  act  to  payment  of  Sunday 
premium  compensation  limited  to  8  hours  of  work  actually  performed  during 
each  regularly  scheduled  8-hour  period  of  service,  any  part  of  which  falls  within 
the  period  Saturday  midnight  to  Sunday  midnight. 

Compensation — Wage  Board  Employees — Premium  Pay — Leaves 
of  Absence 

Wage  board  employees  who  when  they  work  a  regularly  scheduled  40-hour  week 
that  includes  Sunday  are  entitled  to  the  Sunday  premium  compensation  author- 
ized by  section  405(f)  of  Public  Law  89-504  (5  U.S.C.  673c),  may  not  be  paid 
premium  compensation  for  a  period  of  absence  during  the  regularly  scheduled 
8-hour  Sunday  work  period.  Although  leave  with  pay  is  synonymous  with  duty 
for  the  purposes  of  basic  pay,  additional  pay  is  only  authorized  for  services  on  a 
certain  day  and  entitlement  to  the  additional  pay  depends  upon  the  actual  per- 
formance cf  work  on  that  day,  unless  otherwise  expressly  provided  by  statute. 
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To  the  Public  Printer,  United  States  Government  Printing  Office, 
August  22,  1966: 

Your  letter  of  July  27,  1966,  presents  for  our  decision  certain  ques- 
tions concerning  Sunday  premium  pay  benefits  applicable  to  wage 
board  employees  under  the  proviso  added  to  section  23  of  the  Inde- 
pendent Offices  Appropriation  Act,  1935,  as  amended,  5  U.S.C.  673c 
(5  U.S.C.  5544),  by  section  405(f)  of  Public  Law  89-504,  approved 
July  18, 1966, 80  Stat.  298. 

The  said  proviso  reads  as  follows : 

Provided  further.  That  employees  subject  to  this  section  whose  regular  work 
schedule  includes  an  eight-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of  which  is  within  the 
period  commencing  at  midnight  Saturday  and  ending  at  midnight  Sunday  shall 
be  paid  extra  compensation  at  the  rate  of  25  per  centum  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic 
compensation  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  that  eight-hour  period 
of  service. 

Your  letter  is,  in  part,  as  follows : 

Sunday  is  the  first  day  of  the  5-day  regularly  scheduled  work  week  of  employees 
of  the  Government  Printing  OflBce  who  work  between  the  hours  of  7  :00  a.m.  and 
3  :00  p.m.  and  3  :00  p.m.  and  11 :00  p.m.  Under  the  Act,  we  understand  that  these 
employees  will  be  entitled  to  premium  pay  for  one  day.  However,  we  have  a 
group  of  guards  whose  regularly  scheduled  5-day  work  week  begins  at  11 :00  p.m. 
Sunday  and  ends  at  7  :00  a.m.  of  the  following  Sunday  and  a  force  of  maintenance 
employees  whose  regularly  scheduled  5-day  work  week  begins  at  11 :30  p.m. 
SundaV  and  ends  at  8 :00  a.m.  the  following  Sunday.  Thus  work  is  performed  by 
these  groups  between  midnight  Saturday  and  midnight  Sunday  on  both  the  first 
and  last  days  of  the  regularly  scheduled  5-day  work  week. 

While  section  405(f)  is  applicable  to  employees  whose  regular  work  week 
includes  "an"  8-hour  period  of  service  and  provides  extra  compensation  for 
each  hour  of  work  performed  during  "that"  8-hour  period,  it  is  not  clear  that 
the  amount  of  extra  compensation  payable  is  limited  to  8  hours.  Neither  is  it 
clear  that  a  minimum  of  1  hour  must  be  worked  before  the  provision  becomes 
applicable.  Consequently,  it  appears  that  employees  on  both  the  11 :00  p.m.  to 
7:00  a.m.  and  11  :30  p.m." to  8:00  a.m.  shifts  may  be  entitled  to  premium  pay  for 
the  first  and  last  days  of  their  work  week.  Is  this  interpretation  correct,  and  if 
not,  what  is  the  proper  basis  for  computing  the  amounts  payable? 

In  administering  other  premium  pay  provisions,  we  have  applied  your  decisions 
to  require  that  employees  must  actually  perform  work  in  order  to  be  entitled. 
Will  the  new  Act  require  modification  of  these  rulings  so  as  to  allow  premium 
pay  to  employees  who  are  absent  on  leave  with  pay  between  midnight  Saturday 
and  midnight  Sunday?  For  example,  if  an  employee  works  1  hour  in  the  covered 
period  and  then  is  granted  leave  for  the  remaining  7  hours,  is  premium  pay 
allowable  for  the  entire  8  hours? 

S.  Kept.  No.  1187,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.  4  on  H.R.  14122  which  became 
Public  Law  89-504  contains  the  following  pertinent  statement  in 
explanation  of  the  provisions  of  section  405. 

Section  40."  applies  to  clas.'^ified  and  wage  l>oard  employees  a  significant  liberal- 
ization granted  postal  employees  in  1965.  This  section  requires  a  premium  of 
25  percent  of  base  pay  for  any  employee  who.se  regularly  .scheduled  5-day  work- 
week includes  Sunday.  The  premium  will  be  paid  for  the  entire  8-hour  period 
of  service  regardless  of  the  numbers  of  hours  which  actually  occur  on  Sunday. 
This  is  identical  to  the  provisions  for  regular  postal  employees  enacted  last  year. 

The  Hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service, 
U.S.  Senate,  89th  Cong.,  2d  sess.,  on  H.R.  14122,  held  on  April  20. 21, 22, 
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25,  26  and  27,  1966,  beginning  on  page  4,  speaks  in  pertinent  part  as 
follows  concerning  the  new  Sunday  pay  provisions : 

The  House  bill,  H.R.  14122,  adds  new  *  •  •  Sunday  pay  benefits  for  most 
Federal  employees.  Ekjuity  allows  no  alternative  but  to  concur  in  the  proposals 
to  extend  to  additional  groups  •  •  •  premium  pay  at  25  percent  of  base  rates 
for  nonovertime  work  on  Sunday. 

•  •  •  Congress  last  year  prescribed  premium  pay  for  nonwertime  Sunday 
work  of  postal  employees;  it  is  equitable  to  extend  the  same  policy  to  other 
salaried  employees  and  to  those  paid  under  wage-board  schedules. 

The  clear  wording  of  the  quoted  proviso  as  well  as  the  quoted 
explanation  from  the  Senate  report  requires  the  conclusion  that  those 
wage  board  employees  whose  regularly  scheduled  workweek  includes 
Sunday  and  w^ho  work  their  regular  8-hour  tour  on  that  day — non- 
overtime — 'between  the  hours  of  7  a.m.  and  3  p.m.  or  3  p.m.  and  11  p.m. 
would  be  entitled  under  the  provisions  of  such  proviso  to  the  8  hours  of 
Sunday  premium  pay  authorized  therein. 

The  next  questions  concern  those  employees  whose  regularly  sched- 
uled workweeks  commence  with  an  8-hour  tour  of  duty — nonover- 
time— beginning  at  11  p.m.  and  11 :30  p.m.,  respectively,  on  the  first 
Sunday  of  their  workweeks  and  whose  last  8-hour  tour  of  duty — 
nonovertime — in  their  workweek  commences  at  the  same  hours  (11  p.m. 
or  11:30  p.m.,  respectively)  on  the  next  succeeding  Saturday — 7  and 
7y2  hours,  respectively,  of  each  such  last  tour  falling  on  the  Sunday 
ending  their  workweeks.  For  purposes  of  the  questions  contained  in 
the  second  paragraph  quoted  above  from  your  letter,  we  assume  that 
each  of  the  above  8-hour  tours  represent  8  hours  of  actual  work. 
Leaves  of  absence  will  be  disposed  of  in  the  answer  to  your  last  ques- 
tion. You  say  that  it  is  not  clear  that  the  amount  of  extra  compen- 
sation payable  under  section  405(f)  is  limited  to  8  hours  or  that  a 
minimum  of  1  hour  must  be  worked  before  that  section  becomes 
applicable. 

We  find  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  quoted  proviso  or  in  its 
legislative  history  specifically  dealing  with  the  entitlement  of  an 
employee  to  premium  pay  for  two  Sundays  when  a  part  of  each  Sunday 
is  included  in  a  single  regular  weekly  work  schedule.  However,  the 
proviso  does  spe^^ifically  provide  that  when  any  part  of  an  employee's 
regular  8-hour  daily  tour  of  duty  falls  on  a  Sunday,  he  is  entitled  to 
Sunday  premium  pay  for  each  hour  of  work  performed  during  such 
8-hour  period.  Moreover,  S.  Kept.  No.  1187,  quoted  above,  clearly 
explains  that  "'The  premium  will  be  paid  for  the  entire  8-hour  j')eriod 
of  sen-ice  regardless  of  the  numbers  of  hours  which  actually  occur  on 
Sunday." 

In  view  thereof  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  most  reasonable 
construction  of  the  quoted  proviso  is  that  it  applies  to  both  regularly 
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scheduled  S-hour  periods  of  work,  one  occurring  at  the  beginning  and 
the  other  at  the  end  of  the  employee's  regular  40-hour  week. 

Independently  of  the  quoted  proviso  5  U.S.C.  673c  provides  that 
any  work  in  excess  of  8  hours  per  day  is  overtime  work.  The  effect  of 
the  quoted  proviso  is  to  authorize  Sunday  premium  pay  for  work  per- 
formed during  the  regular  8-hour  period  of  ser\'ice.  Therefore,  we 
further  conclude  that  the  Sunday  premium  compensation  provided  by 
the  quoted  proviso  is  limited  to  8  hours  of  work  actually  performed 
during  each  regularly  scheduled  8-hour  period  of  service  any  part  of 
which  falls  within  the  period  Saturday  midnight  to  Sunday  midnight. 
There  is  no  requirement  in  the  quoted  proviso  for  performance  of  a 
minimum  period  of  Sunday  work  as  a  condition  of  entitlement  to  the 
premium  pay  benefits  provided  for  therein. 

With  respect  to  your  last  question  concerning  employees  who  are 
absent  on  leave,  your  attention  in  invited  to  our  decision  of  November 
17,  1965,  45  Comp.  Gen.  257,  covering  question  and  answer  No.  11 
which  reads : 

Employee  K  is  a  regular  annual  rate  distribution  clerk  in  PFS— t.  His  regular 
work  schedule  includes  an  eight  hour  period  of  service  on  Sunday,  from  8 :00 
A.M.  to  4  :30  P.M.  At  1 :30  P.M.  he  takes  annual  leave.  Is  employee  K  entitled 
to  be  paid  the  extra  25%  of  his  hourly  rate  of  basic  compensation  for  the  hours 
between  1 :30  P.M.  and  4  :30  P.M.?  If  your  answer  is  in  the  aflSrmative,  would 
your  answer  be  the  same  if  he  were  absent  on  authorized  leave  without  pay? 

The  first  question  is  answered  in  the  negative.  While  generally  leave  with 
pay  is  sjTionymous  with  duty  insofar  as  entitlement  to  basic  pay  is  concerned, 
where,  as  here,  additional  pay  is  authorized  for  services  rendered  on  a  certain 
day,  entitlement  to  such  additional  pay  would  be  dependent  upon  the  actual 
performance  of  work  on  such  day,  unless  otherwise  expressly  provided  by 
statute. 

The  foregoing  concerns  the  provisions  of  39  U.S.C.  3573(e),  the  effect 
of  which  is  identical  with  the  quoted  proviso.  In  line  with  that  de- 
cision the  premium  pay  authorized  by  the  quoted  proviso  is  not  pay- 
able during  periods  of  leaves  of  absence. 


EB-1 545223 

Quarters  Allowance — Entitlement — Submarine  Duty — ^Temporary 
Duty  Ashore 

Officers  of  the  uniformed  services  without  dependents  in  pay  grade  above  0-3 
who  are  members  of  the  off-ship  crew  of  a  two-crew  nuclear-powered  submarine 
temporarily  serving  ashore  for  more  than  15  days  during  a  period  of  training  and 
rehabilitation  have  no  right  to  elect  not  to  occupy  Government  quarters  ashore 
and  receive  instead  a  basic  allowance  for  quarters,  the  right  of  election  authority 
in  37  U.S.C.  403(b)  limited  to  the  permanent  station  of  an  officer,  there  is  no 
authority  for  off-ship  crew  members  to  elect  not  to  occupy  available  Government 
quarters  ashore  at  the  place  where  they  are  assigned  to  temporary  duty  and  to 
receive  instead  a  basic  allowance  for  quarters. 
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4'20  which  bars  iiuTcased  allowiuiccs.  iii<]u(liii<r  tiaiispoitation  allow- 
aiicos.  fof  (lopcndcnts  foi-  any  pciiod  duiiii<:  wiiirh  the  dcpondent  is 
entitled  to  basic  pay  under  section  I'fU  of  Chapter  ■IT.  as  a  nieinhei-  who 
is  on  acti\(>  d\ify.  Consequently,  we  view  the  al)ove-cited  pi-ovision  of 
tlie  re;fuhit  ions  as  haiiinjr  entitlement  for  the  transpoi'tat  ion  of  a  de- 
peTident  who  is  in  j-ei'ei))t  of  basic  pay  while  in  an  acti\e  duty  status. 

Lie\iteiiant  Andei-son  durinfj  the  ))eriod  of  her  travel  from  Palo 
Alto.  Califoi-nia.  to  I^awton.  Oklahoma,  was  i)laced  in  an  excess  leave 
active  duty  status  and  was  not  entitled  to  pay  or  allowances,  in  ac- 
cordance with  Army  Ke^^ulation  601-1.'>."»  cited  above.  Since  the  serv- 
ice member's  wife  was  not  entitled  to  basic  pay  or  allowances  in  her  own 
rifrht  dui-inp  the  period  in  question,  it  is  our  view  thai  item  7  of  para- 
graph M7000  of  the  Joint  Travel  Refridations  would  provide  no  bar 
to  the  payment  to  Major  Anderson  of  his  claim  for  dependent  tiavol 
allowance  incident  to  his  wife's  trip  from  Palo  Alto.  (California,  to 
Lawton,  Oklahoma,  durinpr  this  period.  See  47  Oomp.  Gen.  4(>7  (innS). 

Additionally,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  item  11.  parajrraph  M7000 
of  the  recridations  does  not  pi-ovide  a  propei-  l)asis  for  the  denial  of  the 
claim  for  dependent  travel  as  Lieutenant  Anderson  has  not  i-eceived 
travel  allowances  for  hei-  tra\el  from  Palo  Alto  to  Lawton.  She  was 
paid  travel  allowances  as  a  membei-  only  foi-  hei-  tr-a\  el  from  Lawton  to 
her  tem]:)orarv  duty  station.  P'ort  Sam  Houston.  Texas,  and  from  there 
to  Fort  Sill.  Oklahoma,  her  permanent  station. 

We  have  been  advised  infoi-mally  that  Lieutenant  Aiiderson  is  the 
foi-mer  Kathleen  Scherti'  and  that  she  received  j^ay  and  allowances  as 
a  mendjei-  in  her  maiden  name  as  follows:  May  1972.  So.'^l ;  June  1972. 
i^58().ll :  and  July  197'2.  i>r)81.  lIowe\er.  there  is  nothinir  in  the  i-ecord 
to  indicate  whethei-  these  payments  were  i-eturned.  or  if  any  necessary 
recou[)ment  has  been  accomplished  in  x'ww  of  her  nonj>ay  status  com- 
mencin<r  June  12,  1972.  We  believe  that  this  mattei-  should  be  clarified. 

Subject  to  the  fore^oincr.  payment  on  the  voucher  herewith  T-eturned 
is  authorized  if  otherwise  correct. 


C  P.- 159779] 

Time — Standard  Advanced  to  Davlight  Saving — Compensation 
Effect 

An  ftnployef'  on  an  S  hour  n-jriil.'ir  sliift  of  duty,  wliidi  iiicliKh^l  2  a.m.  on  tlie 
lasjt  Sunday  in  April  wlii-n  standard  time  wa.^  advanced  1  linnr  in  davii;:ht  savinp 
time  (15  I'.S.C.  2(»Oa(a)  ).  wlio  was  ida'e<l  on  annual  leave  for  1  hour  so  1  hour 
of  pmy  would  not  lie  lf)sf  maV  not  he  paid  Sunday  i>reniiuni  pay  for  tin  1  hour 
of  annual  leave  since  5  U.S.C  '>546  does  not  authorize  iirenduin  j.ay  for  a  Iciive 
status  durine:  any  part  of  a  regularly  schoduUHl  Tour  of  duty  r>n  Sunday.  Plow- 
ever,  the  nitrht  difTereiUial  i)rfS(Ti1.ed  liy  .".  T.S.C.  .-(.-)-1.-)(  a  1  i.<"  jiayalile  for  a  jviid 
leave  jyeriiKl  that  is  hss  than  s  hours,  ineludinjr  i>oth  nJKhf  and  day  hours,  and 
it  is  sufficient  to  only  note  on  the  time  and  attendance  rejion  the  fart  the  leave 
was  attrihutahle  to  the  time  chance.  Thus  an  employee  who  work*-  the  12  mid- 
night to  S  a.m.  shift  on  the  Sunday  when  time  is  advanced  will  be  placed  on  an- 
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iiiial  ItMvp   I'.ir   1    li'Mir  and   ri'i-i'ivc  iii;:lit  <liff('nMitial  fur  •'>  lnuirs  inchidinc  the 
li(-)ur  nf  annual  leave. 

To  llie  (Chairman,  Atomic  Eiier«j\-  Commission,  October  30,  1973: 

Tliis  fffcrs  to  leTtof  of  Auirusr  >,  l97-">.  from  the  Acting  Assistant 
(rencral  .Nfanairor.  Controllor,  of  youi-  ajronov.  requestinii  a  clocision 
ffoii!  oiH-  (  )tlii'c  coiiceniiMir  tlu'  pi-o[)rii't y  of  payiiip:  an  oniployoo  Sun- 
Jav  ami  iiij^ht  ilitlV'viitial  pay  fortho  liour  of  anuual  leave  with  which 
jio  has  l)<'<'i!  ihafired  for  the  specific  [)in-[)Ose  of  paying  him  for  8  hours 
when  \\()iking  on  the  shift  (luriii<r  which  standard  time  is  advanced  1 
hour  in   tlu'  spring. 

The  lettt-r  of  August  8, 1!»7.*}.  states  in  part  as  follows: 

.Vs  the  advance  <'f  one  hour  in  srandard  time,  generally  referred  to  as  "changing 
to  daylight  saving  time",  occiins  at  2:00  a.m.  on  the  last  Sunday  in  April,  in 
accordance  with  15  f.S.C.  200  a. (a),  employees  regularly  scheduled  to  work  an 
S  hour  shift  which  includes  2:00  a.m.  would  lose  an  hour  of  work  and  pay  on 
that  shift  except  where  the  administrative  arrangement  for  charging  the  em- 
ployee with  aiuuial  leave  approved  in  20  ("omp.  Gen.  !)21  (1947)  is  applied.  The 
,|uestion  nt  night  <lifferential  for  the  hour  of  leave  charged  to  rhe  employee  was 
not  germane  in  1947  as  the  Federal  Employees  Pay  Act  of  1945,  as  amended,  did 
iidt  then  [K'^rniif  iiaynicnt  nf  night  differential  to  an  employee  in  paid  leave  status. 
Presently,  however,  5  I'.S.C.  o545(a)(2)  .specifies  that  nightwork  is  regularly 
scheduled  work  between  the  hours  of  t>:(K)  p.m.  and  0:00  a.m.  and,  for  premium 
pay  purii'ises,  includes  •[KM-iods  .if  leave  with  pay  during  the.se  hours  if  the  periods 
of  leave  with  pay  during  a  pay  period  total  le.ss  than  8  hours."  Subject  to  the 
less  than  S  hours  during  a  ir.iy  jieriod  Iimit;ition  at>ove,  it  appears  that  employees 
who.-je  retrular  work  schedule  includes  2:00  a.m.  and  is  wholly  within  the  12 
hour  i)eri()d  si>e<ifie<i  in  5  I'.S.C  5o45(a)  (2)  would  be  paid  night  differential  for 
rhe  hour  of  annual  leave  charged  them  in  accordance  with  26  Comp.  Gen.  921. 
However,  it  is  nor  clear  whether  we  would  be  required  to  pay  night  differential 
ia  the  ca.se  of  employees  who.^e  regular  work  schedule  included  2:00  a.m.  but 
ended  at  some  hour  outside  that  12  hour  nightwork  period,  in  view  of  the  state- 
ment in  2()  Coinit.  (Jen.  921  that  "the  e.\act  hour  of  absence  on  leave  need  not  be 
shown  on  the  Standard  Form  No.  1130,  'Time  and  Attendance  Report'."  This 
statement  appears  to  provide  the  O[)tion  of  considering  the  hour  of  annual  leave 
as  being  within  the  employee's  regular  work  ."schedule  but  outside  the  statutory 
nightwork  period  so  as  to  avoid  payment  of  night  differential  for  that  hour. 
As  Sunday  i)remium  pay  was  not  provided  Federal  employees  until  enactment 
of  Pulilic  Law  '^9-."04  of  July  18.  i;)G6,  there  was  no  need  in  the  above  decision 
relating  to  daylight  saving  and  standard  time  matters  to  discuss  application  of 
Sunday  premium  pay  to  the  hour  of  annual  leave  in  question  here.  As  stated  in 
40  Comp.  Gen.  158  (19Gf>),  the  general  rule  is  that  employees  may  not  be  paid 
Sunday  preminin  compen.sation  for  a  period  of  absence  during  their  regularly 
scheduled  n  hour  Sunday  work  period,  as  entitlement  to  this  additional  i>ay  de- 
pends upon  the  actual  i>erformance  of  work  on  that  day.  Tliis  decision,  however, 
does  not  make  reference  to  the  special  situation  discussed  herein  in  which  the 
annual  leave  is  not  reques-ted  by  the  employee  in  the  usual  manner  for  his  own 
purposes  (as  implie<l  in  the  <piestions  answered  by  46  Comp.  Gen.  158)  but  is 
administratively  eharge^l  to  him  as  an  adjustment  for  the  regtilarly  scheduled 
liour  he  is  [.revented  from  working  liecau.se  of  agencv  compliance  with  15  U.S.C. 
200a(a). 

The  following  questions  are  submitted: 

Uls.[t  appropriate  to  pay  Sunday  premium  pay  for  the  hour  of  annual  leave 
which  must  he  rharte<l  to  the  employee  under  th'  special  circumstances 
described  al)f)ve.  in  distinction  to  the  general  rule  stated  in  46  Comp.  Gen, 
158? 

-  a.  Because  of  present  premium  pay  implications,  is  it  necessary  to  designate 
fhe  exact  hour  covere<l  by  the  animal  leave  charged  to  the  employee  in 
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this  special  circumstance,  contrary  to  the  advice  contained  in  2€  Comp. 
Gen.  921? 
b.  If  so,  is  it  the  hour  beginning  at  2  :00  a.m.  so  as  to  reflect  the  oflBcial 
time  of  advancing  standard  time  which  is  .specified  in  15  U.S.C.  260a. (a).? 

3.  If  the  answer  to  question  2.a.  is  negative,  is  it  required  to  pay  night  differ- 
ential for  the  undesignated  hour  of  leave  to  an  employee  whose  regularly 
scheduled  work  ends  at  an  hour  outside  the  12  hour  nightwork  period  speci- 
fied in  5  U.S.C.  5545(a)(2),  and  whose  periods  of  pay  with  leave  during 
the  pay  period  concerned  total  less  than  8  hours? 

4.  If  the  answer  to  question  1.  is  positive,  would  it  be  required  to  make  pay- 
ments of  Sunday  premium  pay  to  employees  concerned  retroactive  to  the 
pay  period  commencing  July  31.  1966,  when  the  Sunday  premium  pay  pro- 
vision became  efifective? 

5.  If  the  answer  to  question  3.  is  negative,  for  what  periods  are  we  required 
to  undertake  collection  of  any  past  overpayment  of  night  diu.erential 
premium   pay? 

Section  5546(a)  of  Title  5,  U.S.  Code,  reads  as  follows: 

(a)  An  employee  who  performs  work  during  a  regularly  --chedule*!  s-hour 
Ijeriod  of  service  which  is  not  overtime  work  as  defined  by  section  ,Vi42(a)  of 
this  title  a  part  of  which  is  performed  on  Sunday  is  entitled  to  i>ay  for  the  entire 
period  of  service  at  the  rate  of  his  basic  pay,  plus  premium  pay  at  a  rate  equal 
to  25  percent  of  his  rate  of  basic  pay. 

In  5  CFR  550.103  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission's  regnlations 

"Sunday  work"  is  defined  as  follows : 

(o)  "Sunday  work"  means  all  work  durinp:  a  regularly  scheduled  tour  of  duty 
within  a  basic  workweek  when  any  part  of  that  work  is  performed  on  Sunday. 

Section  550.171  of  the  regulations  authorizes  pay  for  Sunday  work 
as  follows : 

An  employee  is  entitled  to  pay  at  his  rate  of  basic  pay  plus  premium  pay  at  n 
rate  equal  to  25  percent  of  his  rate  of  basic  pay  /or  each  hnnr  of  Suyidaii  irork 
which  is  not  overiime  work  and  which  which  is  not  in  exces.s  of  8  hours  for  each 
regularly  scheduled  tour  of  duty  which  begins  or  ends  on  Sunday.  [Italic  sup- 
plied.] 

While  generally  leave  with  pay  is  synonymotis  with  duty  insofar  as 
entitlement  to  basic  pay.  where,  as  here,  additional  pay  is  authorized 
for  services  rendered  on  a  certain  day.  entitlement  to  such  additional 
pay  would  be  dependent  upon  actual  performance  of  work  011  such  day. 
unless  otherwise  expressly  provided  by  statute.  Thus,  since  there  is 
nothing  in  5  U.S.C.  5546  providing  for  payment  of  Sunday  premium 
pay  to  an  employee  who  is  in  a  leave  status  during  any  part  of  his 
regularly  scheduled  tour  of  duty  on  Sunday,  question  number  1  is 
answered  in  the  negative.  Cf.  5  U.S.C.  5545(a)  (2). 

In  26  Comp.  Gen.  921  (1947)  when  we  were  considering  payment  of 
night  differential  pay  we  stated  that  whenc\er  there  is  a  change  from 
standard  time  to  daylight  savings;  time  leave  is  charged  on  that  day  on 
account  of  the  reduction,  of  tlic  nunil)ei'  of  hours  the  emi)loyoe  is  re- 
quired to  remain  on  duty,  the  exact  hour  of  absence  on  leave  need  not 
be  shown  on  the  Standard  Form  No.  11,30  "Time  and  Attendance  Re- 
port" but  an  appropriate  brief  notation  attributing  the  leave  charge  to 
the  change  from  standard  time  to  daylight  savings  time  may  he 
entered  in  the  space  provided  for  "Remarks."  That  Avould  appear  to  be 
equally  applicable  to  the  case  presented  here.  Question  number  2a  is 
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answered  in  tho  ue<riirivp.  In  view  of  our  reply  to  question  number  2a, 
no  answer  is  recjuire'l  to  question  nunil)er  2b. 

Section  r)54."')(a)  of  Title  .").  U.S.  ('ode.  provides  in  pertinent  part  as 
follows: 

(a)  •  •  *  nightwork  is  regularly  scheduled  work  between  the  hours  of  6:00 
1 1.  III.  ;iinl  <>.<x'  .1.111..  and  iiuliKlfs-  ■ 

(2)  periods  of  leave  with  pay  during  these  hours  if  the  periods  of  leave  with 
pay  during  a  pay  period  total  less  than  .^  hours. 

5  CFR  aSO.  122(b)  of  the  (^ivil  Service  Commission's  re^ilations 
concerning  computation  of  night  pay  ditferential  provides  as  follows: 

(b)  Absence  on  leave.  An  employee  is  entitled  to  a  night  pay  differential 
for  a  period  of  paid  leave  only  when  the  total  amount  of  that  leave  in  a  pay 
period,  including  both  night  and  day  hours,  is  less  than  8  hours. 

If  an  employee's  leave  taken  from  scheduled  night  duty  aggregates 
loss  than  "^  hours  during  a  pay  period,  under  the  above-quoted  statute 
and  regulation  the  employee  is  entitled  to  continuance  of  his  night  dif- 
ferential pay  during  those  ''less  than  8  hours"  leave.  See  36  Comp.  Gen. 
734:  (1957).  In  other  words  if  an  employee  works  the  12  midnight  to  8 
a.m.  shift  on  the  last  Sunday  of  April  when  the  standard  time  is  ad- 
vanced 1  hour  he  will  be  placed  on  annual  leave  for  1  hour  and  receive 
night  differential  for  a  total  of  6  hours  including  the  hour  of  annual 
leave.  Question  number  3  is  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

In  view  of  the  answers  to  questions  number  1  and  3,  no  reply  to  ques- 
tions number  4  and  5  is  required. 


C  B-177731  3 

Contracts — Specifications — Qualified  Products — Listing — Misrep- 
resentation 

In  the  procurement  o^  ligbting  panels  to  replace  the  panel  designed  to  support  the 
integrated  electronics  control  equipment  developed  for  the  F— 1  aircraft  where  a 
drawing  stated  the  panel  must  be  in  accordance  with  a  military  specification  that 
required  a  qualified  products  listing  (QPLK  but  the  request  for  quotations  (RFQ) 
did  not  evidence  such  a  requirement,  although  the  award  to  a  firm  not  on  the 
QPL  will  not  be  disturbed  as  the  award  was  not  precluded  by  the  RFQ  and  the 
contract  is  nearly  completed,  to  require  the  displaced  initial  low  offeror  to  un- 
necessarily comply  with  the  QPL  requirement  was  prejudicial,  unfair  and  costly. 
Furthermore,  although  the  contracting  officials  erroneously  failed  to  take  action 
when  it  was  recognized  before  award  the  procurement  should  have  been  adver- 
tise<l  utilizing  the  applicable  military  .specification,  this  approach  will  be  used  to 
procure  the  panels  In  the  future. 

To  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  October  30,  1973: 

We  have  considered  the  protest  of  California  Plasteck  Inc.  against 
the  award  of  a  contract  to  Airmark  Plastics  Corp.  under  request  for 
'luotations  (RFQ)  No.  N00383-72-Q-0580.  Even  though  we  have  con- 
^uded  that  its  protest  should  be  denied  for  the  reasons  set  out  below,  we 
oelieve  that  certain  aspects  of  this  procurement  require  corrective 
action. 
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PROPELLER  CONTROL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  As  a  result  of  the  April  5,  1991,  accident  at  Bruns- 
wick, Georgia  which  claimed  the  life  of  former  Senator  John  Tower, 
the  Safety  Board  determined  that  the  propeller  control  system  for 
the  aircraft  did  not  meet  certification  requirements  and  that  FAA 
designated  engineering  representatives  and  certification  personnel 
had  approved  a  change  in  the  manufactured  process  of  certain  com- 
ponents in  the  propeller  system  that  ultimately  led  to  the  accident. 

What  steps  will  the  FAA  take  to  preclude  further  such  events? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  issued  two  Airworthiness  Directives  (AD)  immediately  upon  determining  the 
cause  of  the  Brunswick  accident.  Those  AD's  corrected  the  problems  in  the  existing 
fleet  of  propellers. 

For  longer  term  solutions,  FAA  conducted  a  Special  Certification  Review  of  the 
Hamilton  Standard's  propeller  design,  and  it  was  determined  that  all  certification 
requirements  were  met  but  certain  procedural  changes  were  advisable.  Hamilton 
Standard's  Quality  Assurance  Manual  was  changed  to  require  aU  design  changes, 
major  and  minor,  to  be  FAA  reviewed  and  approved.  Hamilton  Standard's  methods 
of  changing  engineering  designs  and  reporting  failures,  malfiinctions  and  defects 
was  improved  and  formalized  in  their  Quality  Assurance  Manual. 

FAA  has  increased  the  surveillance,  supervision  and  counseling  of  Hamilton 
Standard  with  the  intent  of  improving  the  quality  of  their  type  certification,  contin- 
ued airworthiness  and  quality  control  systems. 

CREW  PAIRING 

Mr.  Carr.  The  pairing  of  relatively  limited  experience  pilots  on 
scheduled  airline  flights  has  been  found  to  be  a  factor  in  several 
air  carrier  and  commuter  accidents  in  recent  years.  In  response, 
the  FAA  issued  an  NPRM  on  this  subject  in  March  1993. 

What  is  the  status  of  this  rulemaking  and  when  do  you  expect 
a  final  rule  to  be  issued? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  expect  a  rule  to  be  issued  within  the  next  few  months. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  crew  pairing  NPRM  applied  only  to  the  major  air 
carriers  operating  under  14  CFR  121,  but  the  problem  reportedly 
is  at  least  as  significant  among  the  regional  airlines  operating 
under  14  CFR  135.  What  is  being  done,  if  anything,  to  address  the 
problem  in  this  latter  segment  of  common  carriers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Though  this  NPRM  only  addresses  part  121  operators,  FAA  has  another  rule- 
making project  that  will  be  issued  this  svunmer  that  will  apply  many  of  these  train- 
ing qusdification  experience  requirements  to  operators  of  Part  135  commuter  air- 
craft. 

Mr.  Carr.  There  remains  a  significant  disparity  between  the 
pilot  qualification  and  training  requirements  that  apply  to  the 
scheduled  commuters  and  those  of  the  major  air  carriers.  In  view 
of  the  continuing  disparity  between  the  fatal  accident  rate  for  the 
commuters  and  that  of  the  major  carriers,  what  action  is  FAA  tak- 
ing to  upgrade  commuter  airline  pilot  qualifications  and  training 
requirements? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  expects  to  release  an  NPRM  this  spring  which  addresses  commuter  airline 
pilot  quedifications  and  training  requirements  and  the  "upgrading"  of  them. 
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TCAS 

Mr.  Carr.  Pilots  and  controllers  continue  to  complain  about 
shortcomings  in  the  TCAS  system.  What  action  is  FAA  taking  to 
improve  system  logic  and  software? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  has  issued  on  February  4,  1994,  three  airworthiness  directives  (AD)  to  up- 
grade TCAS  II  systems. 

AD  94-01-04  requires  that  all  Honeywell  TCAS  II  units  be  retrofitted  to  an  en- 
hanced 6.04A  software  configuration  before  December  31,  1994. 

AD  94-01-05  requires  that  all  Allied  Signal  TCAS  II  units  be  retrofitted  to  an 
enhanced  6.04A  software  configuration  before  December  31,  1994. 

AD  94-01-06  requires  that  all  Collins  TCAS  II  units  be  retrofitted  to  an  enhanced 
6.04A  software  configuration  before  December  31,  1994. 

We  expect  the  sum  of  these  actions  will  address  all  serious  concerns  raised  by  pi- 
lots and  controllers. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  action  is  being  taken  to  improve  pilot  and  con- 
troller training  and  operational  procedures  regarding  TCAS? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Pilots  are  being  trained  through  the  following  means: 

In  August  1993,  FAA  published  a  revised  ^r  Carrier  Operational  Approval  and 
Use  of  TCAS  II  Advisory  Circular.  It  bolstered  pilot  interactive  training  require- 
ments and  updated  TCAS  operational  procedures.  This  advisory  circular  is  again 
being  updated  for  publication  in  January  of  1995. 

A  rulemaking  initiative  to  require  pUot  TCAS  training  in  flight  simulators  is  in 
process. 

TCAS  Alert  Bulletins  and  Advisory  Notices  are  electronically  transmitted  inform- 
ing air  carriers  about  current  TCAS  problems,  procedures  and  policy. 

A  flight  Standards  Information  Bulletin  was  published  this  April  alerting  pilots 
to  concerns  related  to  "X-over  Resolution  Alert's"  and  provided  suggested  procedures 
for  reducing  them. 

We  believe  these  training  and  rulemaking  initiatives,  coupled  with  mandatory 
changes  to  TCAS  hardware  which  are  to  be  completed  this  year,  will  substantially 
eliminate  pilot  and  controller  complaints  about  TCAS. 

The  FAA  required  a  mandatory  briefing  on  TCAS  titled  "Introduction  to  TCAS" 
in  March  1990  coincident  with  the  installation  of  the  TCAS  system.  Periodic  TCAS 
update  newsletters  are  required  reading  for  the  controller  workforce.  Selected  sites 
received  additional  TCAS  briefings  sponsored  by  the  FAA's  Research  and  Develop- 
ment Service  and  the  Office  of  Air  Traffic  System  Effectiveness. 

The  FAA  has  developed  a  25-minute  TCAS  video  tape,  supplemented  by  a  Cadre 
training  course,  to  provide  all  radar  certified  controllers  with  a  thorough  and  com- 
prehensive briefing  that  explains  the  operation  of  TCAS  and  the  roles  and  respon- 
sibilities of  controllers  and  flightcrews  in  responding  to  TCAS  resolution  advisory 
alerts.  A  significant  portion  of  the  radar  controller  workforce  has  already  received 
this  briefing. 

GSA  RENTAL  CARS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  a  recent  report,  the  Inspector  General  claimed  that 
the  FAA  is  wasting  approximately  $4,400,000  a  year  by  leasing  too 
many  vehicles.  They  found  that  64  percent  of  your  leased  vehicles 
were  underutilized,  according  to  GSA  guidelines.  What  is  your  re- 
sponse to  the  IG's  findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimated  $4,400,000  annual  operating  savings  which  the  Inspector  General 
(IG)  report  claims  could  occur  with  the  use  of  short-term  commercial  rentals  and/ 
or  privately  owned  vehicles  (POV)  in  lieu  of  GSA  leased  vehicles  is  overstated.  The 
FAA  has  unique,  special-purpose  vehicle  needs  which  were  not  considered  sepa- 
rately in  the  IG  report. 

About  60  percent  of  the  FAA  GSA  motor  vehicle  fleet  require  special  purpose 
motor  equipment  or  are  located  at  remote  facilities.  Special  purpose  motor  equip- 
ment includes  5-ton  trucks,  dozers,  graders,  snow  removal  equipment,  vehicles  with 
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communications  equipment,  etc.  The  IG  findings  are  skewed  by  grouping  these  spe- 
cial purpose  motor  venicles  with  sedans  and  station  wagons. 

Only  40  percent  of  the  FAA  motor  vehicle  fleet  is  classified  as  sedans  or  station 
wagons.  Inadequately  prepared  retention  justifications  were  misleading  to  the  IG 
fiirther  inflating  the  potential  savings.  The  FAA,  in  cooperation  with  the  IG,  is  re- 
evaluating the  adequacy  and  correctness  of  the  justifications  which  are  currently  on 
file.  Once  this  is  completed,  vehicles  which  stUl  cannot  be  justified  for  retention  will 
be  turned  in. 

Information  contained  in  a  Presidential  Council  on  Management  Initiatives  Study 
of  POV  Use  indicates  that  use  of  POVs  for  Government  business  purposes  would 
change  the  classification  of  an  employee's  vehicle  insurance  policy  resulting  in  pre- 
mium increases  of  approximately  25  percent,  which  the  FAA  wovild  be  expected  to 
pay.  Also,  the  Government  cannot  require  an  employee  use  a  POV  for  official  pur- 
poses unless  use  of  such  has  been  made  a  condition  of  employment.  For  bargaining 
unit  employees  (the  majority  of  prospective  drivers  in  the  FAA),  mandating  POV  use 
would  have  to  be  negotiated  in  union  contracts  as  a  change  in  working  conditions. 
If  this  were  successfmly  negotiated,  it  would  result  in  increased  costs  to  the  Govern- 
ment to  install  special  purpose  equipment  in  POVs,  plus  the  added  insurance  costs 
addressed  above.  Further  complicating  this  issue  is  the  fact  that  security  policies 
at  certain  airports  do  not  permit  POV  access  to  restricted  areas  under  any  cir- 
cumstances. 

AIRCRAFT  SEPARATION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  Safety  Board  recently  issued  safety  recommenda- 
tions to  the  FAA  on  aircraft  separation  for  avoiding  vortex  turbu- 
lence. Has  the  FAA  studied  the  impact  of  such  actions  on  airport 
capacity  and  aircraft  delays,  and  if  the  impact  were  significant, 
what  alternatives  could  be  explored  to  reduce  this  hazard? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  NTSB  recommendations  are  sweeping  in  nature  and  would  obviously  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  capacity  of  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS).  Several  of 
the  Board's  recommendations  are  already  incorporated  in  the  current  operating  pro- 
cedures and  FAA  has  taken  steps  to  increase  awareness  of  those  requirements.  FAA 
is  currently  formulating  its  response  to  the  Board  and  will  make  a  diligent  effort 
to  accommodate  the  spirit  and  intent  of  their  recommendations  without  placing  un- 
reasonable or  unrealistic  restrictions  on  flight  operations. 

CONTRACT  TOWER  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  Senate  directed  that  airports  such  as 
Aberdeen,  South  Dakota  be  included  in  the  contract  tower  program. 
My  understanding  is  that,  as  of  last  September,  there  was  no  build- 
ing at  Aberdeen  Airport  that  could  meet  FAA  and  OSHA  standards 
as  a  control  tower,  and  the  level  of  activity  at  that  airport  was  so 
light  that,  even  under  the  contract  tower  program,  the  benefit-cost 
ratio  for  a  tower  at  that  location  was  only  .  12.  In  other  words,  costs 
outweigh  benefits  by  8  to  1. 

Is  this  data  still  accurate,  and  if  it  is,  what  are  the  FAA's  current 
plans  for  a  contract  tower  at  Aberdeen,  South  Dakota? 

[The  information  follows:] 

An  updated  benefit/cost  (B/C)  analysis  evaluating  air  traffic  requirements  at  Aber- 
deen, &)uth  Dakota,  was  completed  on  March  18,  1994.  The  analysis  reflected  a  B/ 
C  ratio  of  0.13  when  measured  against  contract  tower  establishment  criteria.  Addi- 
tionally, it  was  calculated  that  in  order  for  Aberdeen  Airport  to  meet  B/C  criteria 
with  a  ratio  of  1.0  the  air  traffic  activity  would  need  to  increase  from  the  current 
estimate  of  33,000  operations  per  year  to  142,000  annual  operations. 

In  that  Aberdeen  Airport  does  not  cvurently  meet  B/C  criteria,  the  FAA  cannot 
support  the  establishment  of  federally  funded  contract  air  traffic  control  services. 

The  FAA  is  able  to  provide  assistance  to  the  airport  authority  in  other  ways  how- 
ever. Should  the  Aberdeen  Airport  Authority  consider  establishing  a  non-Federal 
control  tower  operation,  the  FAA  would  be  willing  to  work  with  the  authority  to  pro- 
vide information  such  as:  control  tower  design  recommendations,  equipment  reqviire- 
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ments  and  frequency  selections.  Also  the  FAA  wovild  certify  the  non-Federal  control- 
lers which  would  work  at  the  tower.  FAA  will  also  monitor  air  traffic  activity  at  Ab- 
erdeen and  will  initiate  appropriate  planning  when  establishment  criteria  are  met 
and  budgetary  considerations  allow. 

LORAN-C  TRANSITION  POLICY 

Mr.  Carr.  Obviously,  there  is  strong  support  for  satellite  tech- 
nology in  air  traffic  control.  At  the  same  time,  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  the  user  community  have  made  substantial  investments 
in  a  variety  of  well  proven  navigation  systems  over  the  years. 

For  example,  there  are  over  a  million  users  of  the  Loran-C  sys- 
tem. What  is  the  FAA's  policy  with  regard  to  Loran-C  during  the 
transition  to  satellite  technology  over  the  next  10  to  15  years? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  does  indeed  support  the  continued  op- 
eration of  the  Loran-C  system  over  the  next  10-15  years  as  we  transition  to  satellite 
technology.  The  system  has  enjoyed  wide  use  and  high  praise  in  the  general  aviation 
(GA)  community,  which  includes  about  130,000  aircraft  equipped  with  Loran-C.  The 
current  Federal  policy  for  Loran-C,  as  stated  in  the  1992  Federal  Radionavigation 
Plan  (FRP),  envisions  continued  operation  of  the  Loran-C  system  through  the  year 
2015. 

AUGMENTING  GSP  WITH  LORAN-C 

Mr.  Carr.  We  understand  that  an  RTCA  working  group  has  done 
some  work,  concluding  that  GPS  augmented  with  Loran-C  is 
emerging  as  one  very  good  system  navigation  option  for  the  future 
because  the  technologies  are  so  compatible. 

Does  FAA  support  and  agree  with  the  findings  of  the  RTCA  SC- 
159  GPS/Loran  working  group? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  an  active  participant  in  the  efforts  of  SC-159  to  develop  a  Minimum 
Operational  Performance  Standard  (MOPS)  for  a  navigation  receiver  capable  of  uti- 
lizing GPS  and  Loran-C  signals.  When  the  MOPS  is  approved  by  the  RTCA  (pro- 
jected publication  date  is  December  1994),  we  will  work  with  the  users  and  the  avi- 
onics industry  to  develop  certification  standards  based  on  the  MOPS.  The  avionics 
industry  and  the  users  will  ultimately  determine  the  desirability  of  a  Loran/GPS  re- 
ceiver. 

LORAN-C  FOR  WEATHER-BALLOON  TRACKING 

Mr.  Carr.  Loran-C  is  utilized  as  an  inexpensive  means  for  track- 
ing weather  balloon  carried  sensors  which  collect  weather  data 
very  important  in  providing  status  reports  and  predictions  to  pilots. 
I  know  this  is  the  domain  of  the  Weather  Service,  but  isn't  this 
service  important  to  the  meteorological  community?  What  happens 
to  the  service  in  the  future  if  Loran  isn't  around? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Both  the  Loran-C  and  Omega  radionavigation  systems  are  used  extensively  by  the 
weather  community.  That  community  is  planning  to  transition  to  GPS  technology, 
but  will  require  some  time  to  transition,  economically,  to  GPS.  The  U.S.  Air  Force 
Weather  Directorate  beUeves  that  premature  termination  of  these  radionavigation 
services  could  result  in  huge  gaps  in  the  collection  of  upper  air  data,  e.g.,  all  of  Can- 
ada and  Mexico  and  75  percent  of  Europe.  The  weather  service  program  is  critical 
to  aviation  weather  forecasts,  and  both  Loran-C  and  Omega  must  be  retained  at 
least  until  cost-effective  replacements  can  be  developed. 

Mr.  Carr.  If  the  answer  is  that  GPS  capability  will  be  provided, 
what  information  can  you  give  us  about  the  costs  that  are  now 
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being  incurred  as  compared  with  the  costs  that  might  be  antici- 
pated in  conjunction  with  a  GPS  capability? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  current  cost  of  radionavigation  retransmission  using  Loran-C  or  Omega  is  low 
enough  that  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  balloon  launches  per  year  can  be  readily 
accommodated.  No  GPS  unit  has  yet  been  developed  for  this  purpose,  and  it  will 
be  some  time  before  the  cost  of  a  GPS  sensor  will  approach  that  of  the  current  sys- 
tems. Ultimately,  GPS  costs  for  weather-balloon  reporting  may  drop  to  levels  similar 
to  those  currently  enjoyed  with  Loran  and  Omega.  The  critical  factor  is  time.  The 
weather  community  anticipates  a  transition  to  GPS  sensors  prior  to  the  2005  Omega 
phase-out  date  published  in  the  1992  Federal  Radionavigation  Plan.  This  is  well  be- 
fore the  similarly  published  Loran-C  phase-out  date  of  2015. 

SPRINT  PROTEST  AGAINST  GOVERNMENT  SYSTEMS  INC. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  was  reported  in  Federal  Computer  Week  in  March 
1994  that  the  GSA  Board  of  Contract  Appeals  had  upheld  a  protest 
by  Sprint  against  the  FAA's  award  of  a  $23.6  million  contract  to 
Government  Systems,  Inc.  for  networking  equipment  and  services. 
What  specific  program  was  the  subject  of  this  bid  protest,  and  how 
does  GSBCA's  ruling  affect  your  budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  contract  that  was  the  subject  of  the  protest  is  the  Agency  Data  Transmission 
Network  2000  (ADTN2000).  As  a  result  of  the  GSBCA  decision,  the  FAA  has  issued 
an  amendment  to  the  ADTN2000  request  for  procurement  (RFP)  to  address  the  is- 
sues raised  by  the  protest.  Contract  award  based  on  the  revised  RFP  is  planned  for 
late  fiscal  year  1994.  There  will  be  no  impact  on  the  budget. 

CONTRACTS — ^TRACON  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  issued  contract  number  DTFAO 1-89-C-0058 
on  September  29,  1989.  Modification  13  to  that  contract  was 
awarded  on  June  28,  1991  for  $156,105,007.  The  award  amount 
was  in  stark  contrast  to  the  FAA  recommended  price  of 
$113,319,028,  a  difference  of  $42,785,979. 

What  program  is  referred  to  in  this  contract  and  why  was  there 
such  a  great  difference  between  what  the  FAA  believed  was  a  fair 
price  and  what  you  agreed  to  pay? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Contract  Number  DTFAO  1-89-C-00058  provided  additional  hardware  and  en- 
hanced software  capability  to  62  ARTS  IIIA  terminal  radar  approach  control 
(TRACON)  facilities  to:  (a)  accommodate  Congressionally-mandated  mode-c  intruder 
functionality  (MCI);  and  (b)  extend  the  useful  life  of  aging  ARTS  1IL\  TRACON's 
pending  implementation  of  the  advanced  automation  systems  (AAS)  at  those  facili- 
ties. 

We  are  unaware  of  the  source  of  this  $113,319,028  figure.  The  contractor's  pro- 
posal was  $238,029,986.  DCAA  recommended  $208,765,184.  The  FAA  Contracting 
Officer's  pre-negotiation  objective  was  $176,934,045  and  the  final  negotiated  amount 
was  $185,100,000  (a  base  amount  of  $156,105,007  and  options  totalling 
$28,999,993).  The  difference  between  the  FAA's  objective  ($176,934,000)  and  the 
fingd  negotiated  amount  ($185,100,000)  resulted  from  additional  requirements  (26 
Full  Digital  ARTS  Displays)  added  during  negotiations. 

AIRCRAFT  PURCHASE  LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  What  would  be  the  effect  if  the  bill  language  proposed 
for  this  program  were  not  approved  for  fiscal  year  1995? 
[The  information  follows:] 

If  the  proposed  language  were  not  approved,  any  default  costs  would  have  to  come 
from  funding  within  the  operations  appropriation,  reducing  funding  for  traditional 
activities  (such  as  change  of  station  moves  and  stocks  and  stores  funding)  to  the  de- 
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gree  it  was  funded.  The  Operations  Appropriation  language  begins,  "For  necessary 
expenses  of  the  Federal  Aviation,  not  otherwise  provided  for  .  .  ."  If  the  proposed 
Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Program  language  were  not  approved,  fiscal  year 
1995  default  costs  would  not  be  "otherwise  provided  for",  so  that  Operations  would 
be  the  only  source  of  potential  funds  for  those  costs. 

AIRCRAFT  PURCHASE  LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  When  was  the  last  time  the  FAA  requested  the  appro- 
priate authorizing  committees  of  the  Congress  to  include  the  au- 
thorizing language  in  this  portion  of  the  appropriations  bill  in  the 
next  aviation  reauthorization,  where  it  belongs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  AirUne  Deregulation  Act  (Public  Law  95—504)  re-authorized  the  guarantee  of 
loans  for  a  period  of  five  years  beginning  on  October  24,  1978.  This  was  the  last 
reauthorization  of  the  Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Program.  In  1976,  the 
FAA  and  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  strongly  recommended  that  the  program 
be  allowed  to  expire.  Records  as  to  the  Administration's  position  on  earUer  reauthor- 
izations of  the  program  are  not  available. 

The  FAA  does  not  request  an  authorization  for  funding  for  Aircraft  Purchase  Loan 
Guarantee  Program  default  costs  because  the  authorization  is  in  section  of  the  Act 
of  September  7,  1957,  PubUc  Law  85-307;  71  Stat.  629;  49  U.S.C.  App.  1324  Note 
(The  Act).  That  section  authorizes  pajmients  to  lenders  and  for  administrative  ex- 
penses on  account  of  loan  guarantees  to  be  made  from  fiinds  appropriated  to  the 
Department  of  Commerce.  The  Department  of  Transportation  succeeded  the  Depart- 
ment of  Commerce  in  administration  of  the  Act  under  terms  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  of  1967,  PL  89-670,  80  STAT,  931;  937. 

GRANTS  IN  AID  FOR  AIRPORTS — UNDERUTILIZED  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  list  of  underutilized  airports  shown 
on  page  646  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  draft  1994  Aviation  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan,  Table  6-1,  Preliminary  List 
of  Airports  Located  Near  the  23  Delay-Problem  Airports  follows. 

The  airports  listed  are  not  necessarily  "underutilized."  Many  of  them  are  very 
busy  primary,  commercial  service,  reUevers,  or  general  aviation  airports.  An  eco- 
nomic opportunity  may  exist  if  the  priorities  of  the  local  poUtical  subdivision,  the 
availability  of  a  passenger  market,  and  other  contributing  factors  are  such  that 
some  of  the  traffic  or  passengers  may  be  enticed  to  migrate  away  from  the  conges- 
tion associated  with  delay-problem  airports. 
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Chapter  6  —  8 


1994  Aviation  Capadty  Enhancement  Plan 


Table  6-1.     Preliminary  List  of  Airports  Located  Near  the  23  Delay-Problem 
Airports 


Delay-problem 

Supplemental 

Delay-problem 

Supplemental 

Airport' 

Airport 

Airport ' 

Airport 

Atlanta 

AR 

Athens 

Minneapolis 

MSP 

St.  Paul  (Downtown) 

Hartsfield 

Macon 

Columbus  (100  mi) 

Chattanooga,  tn  (1 00  mi) 

Mankato  (60  mi) 
Rochester  (J7  mi) 
Eau  Claire,  wi  (85  mi) 

Boston 

BOS 

Manchester,  nh 
Portsmouth,  nh 
Portland,  me 
Providence,  Ri 
Worcester,  ma 
Bedford,  ma 

New  York 

|FK 

Farmingdale 

Garden  City 

IsHp 

Long  Island 

Stewart/Newburgh  (60  mi) 

White  Plains 

Charlotte 

CLT 

Hickory 

Greensboro  (90  mi) 
Greer,  sc  (90  mi) 

Newark 

EWR 

Trenton 

Stewart/Newburgh,  ny  (60  mi) 

White  Plains,  NY 

Winston-Salem  (60  mi) 

Orlando 

MCO 

Daytona  Beach 

Chicago  O'Hare 

CRD 

Aurora 

Chicago  Midway 
Meigs  Field 
Rockford 

Ft  Pierce  (100  mi) 
Melbourne  (60  mi) 
Tampa  (70  mi) 
Vero  Beach  (90  mi) 

Waukegan 

Philadelphia 

PHL 

Allentown 

West  Chicago  (Du  Page) 

Lancaster  (70  mi) 

Wheelir>g 

Reading  (60  mi) 

Gary,  in 

Willow  Grove  nas 

NAS  Clenview 

Trenton,  n) 

Dallas-Ft.  Worth 

DFW 

NAS  Fort  Worth,  )oint  Reserve 

Wilmington,  de 

Base  (formerly  Carswell  AfB) 

Phoenix 

PHX 

Prescott  (80  mi) 

Dallas-Love  Field 

Williams  AfB 

Denton 

Pittsburgh 

PIT 

Johnstown 

Fort  Worth  Alliance 

Latrobe 

Fort  V/orth  Meacham 

Morgantown,  wv  (60  mi) 

McKinney 

San  Francisco 

SK3 

Concord 

Mesquite 

Oakland 

Waco  (80  mi) 

San  lose 

Denver 

DEN 

Colorado  Springs  (80  mi) 

Santa  Rosa 

Detroit 

DTW 

Detroit  City 
Flint 

Moffett  Field  nas 
Hamilton  Field 

Pontiac 

St.  Louis 

sn 

Scott  AfB 

Lansing  (80  mi) 

Seattle 

SEA 

Everett/Paine  Field 

Toledo,  OH  (60  mi) 

McChord  AfB 

Selfridge  anc 

Washington 

DCA 

Baltimore,  md 

Willow  Run 

Hagerstown,  md  (60  mi) 

Windsor,  Ontario,  Canada 

Charlottesville,  va(100  mi) 

Honolulu 

HNL 

Kailua 

Richmond,  va  (100  mi) 

Houston 

lAH 

Corpus  Christi 

Andrews  AfB 

Ellington 

Washington 

IAD 

Baltimore,  md 

Galveston 

Hagerstown,  md  (60  mi) 

Houston  Hobby 

Chark)ttesville,  VA(100  mi) 

Los  Angeles 

LAX 

Burbank 
Long  Beach 
Norton  Af  B 
Ontario 
Oxnard 

Richmond,  va  (1 00  mi) 
Andrews  Afs 

1.     Airports 

having  greater  than  20,000  hours  of  delay 

Palmdale 

for  1990 

as  reported  by  FAA  Office  of  Policy  and 

Miami 

MIA 

Ft.  Lauderdale 

Plans. 

DRAFT 
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JOINT-USE  MILITARY  AIRFIELDS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  military  airfields  with 
joint  use  agreements  as  found  on  page  647  of  last  year's  hearing 
record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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LISTING  OF  AIRPORTS  WITH  CAPACITY  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Carr,  Please  also  update  the  listing  of  airports  with  capacity 
problems  as  shown  on  page  648  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  draft  1994  Aviation  Capacity  Enhancement  Plan,  Table  1-5,  1992  Actual  and 
2002  Forecast  Air  Carrier  Delay  hours,  follows. 


798 


1992  Actual  and  2002  Forecast  Air  Carrier  Delay  Hours 


Annual  Aircraft  Delay  in  Excess  of  20^00  Hours 

1992 

2002 

Chicago  CHare 

ORD 

Chicago  aHare 

ORD 

Washington  National 

DCA 

AUanta  Hartsfield 

ATL 

Dallas-Ft.  Worth 

DFW 

San  Diego 

SAN 

DaUas-Ft.  Worth 

DFW 

AOanta  Hartsfield 

ATL 

Charlotte-Douglas 

CLT 

Los  Angeles 

LAX 

San  Francisco 

SFO 

Cincinnati 

CVG 

Newark 

EWR 

Washington  Dulles 

IAD 

Honolulu 

HNL 

San  Francisco 

SFO 

Newark 

EWR 

Houston 

lAH 

Boston 

BOS 

St.  Louis 

STL 

Las  Vegas 

LAS 

New  York  John  F.  Kennedy 

JFK 

Los  Angeles 

LAX 

Wmdsor  Locks 

BDL 

St.  Louis 

STL 

Phoenix 

PHX 

Memphis 

MEM 

Phoenix 

PHX 

New  York  John  F.  Kennedy 

JFK 

Baltimore  Washington 

BWl 

Miami 

MIA 

Miami 

MIA 

Ontario 

ONT 

Philadelphia 

PHL 

Philadelphia 

PHL 

Nashville 

BNA 

Washington  National 

DCA 

Boston 

BOS 

Raleigh-Durham 

RDU 

Pittsbui^h 

PIT 

Detroit 

DTW 

SeaHle-Tacoma 

SEA 

Detroit 

DTW 

Pittsburgh 

PIT 

Salt  Lake  Qty 

SLC 

Orlando 

MCO 

New  York  La  Cuardia 

LCA 

Minneapolis 

MSP 

Orlando 

MCO 

Charlotte 

CLT 

Minneapolis 

MSP 

Denver  Stapleton 

DEN 

Honolulu 

HNL 

Houston 

lAH 

Seattle-Tacoma 

SEA 

New  York  La  Cuardia 

LCA 

I 
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1993  DISCRETIONARY  GRANTS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  listing  of  fiscal  year  1993  discre- 
tionary grants  in  excess  of  $3  million,  similar  in  format  to  that 
shown  on  pages  671-687  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 


7ft-ft4Q  n  -   QA   -    oa. 


800 


PROGRAM; 
RUN  DATE 


ARPBOl 
04/05/94 


RUN  TIME:  10: 11: 23 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
DISCRETIONARY  FUNDS 


PAGE: 


FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


93 
003000000 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


ALABAI1A 


BIRMINGHAM 
BIRMINGHAM 


REMOVE  OBSTRUCTIONS:  INSTALL 
TAXIWAY  SIGNS;  EXTEND  AND 
LIGHT  RUNWAY;  INSTALL  PARTIAL 
INSTRUMENT  APPROACH  AID  AND 
FENCING;  RELOCATE  PUBLIC 
ROAD;  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR 
DEVELOPMENT  (PHASE  I) 


S3, 622, 185 


$5, 786, 111 


SUB  TOTALS 


S3. 622, 185 


S5, 786, 111 


ARIZONA 


PHOENIX 

PHOENIX  SK.Y  HARBOR 

INTERNATIONAL 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (NOIS 
LAND) 


S5, 000. 000 


S5, 000, 000 


3UB  TOTALS 


S5, 000, 000 


35, 000, 000 


CALIFORNIA 


CHINO 
CHINO 


CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY  (DESIGN  AND 
SITE  PREPARATION) 


34,000,000     34,000,000 


ONTARIO 
ONTARIO 
INTERNATIONAL 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
SAN  FRANCISCO 
INTERNATIONAL 


CONSTRUCT  APRON 


RECONSTRUCT  AND  OVERLAY 
RUNWAY;  EXTEND,  RECONSTRUCT, 
OVERLAY  AND  LIGHT  TAXIWAYS; 
CONSTRUCT  APRONS 


$4,000,000    Sll.455,425 


310,955,217    322,922.689 


, 


I 
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PROGRAM:  ARPBOl 
RUN  DATE:  04/05/94 


RUN  TIME:  10: 18: 34 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
DISCRETIONARY  FUNDS 


PAGE: 


FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


SUB  total: 


S18, 955. 217 


S38, 378. 114 


COLORADO 


DENVER  CONSTRUCT  RUNWAYS,  TAXIWAYS. 

DENVER  APRON  AND  AUTOMATED  GROUND 

INTERNATIONAL  (NEW)   TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM; 

ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT 

(PHASE  III) 


532,000.000    $37,882,441 


DENVER 


CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY  AND  TAXIWAYS    SIO.  000.  000    SIO. 000.  000 


DENVER  (SITE  PREPARATION) 

INTERNATIONAL  (NEW) 


SUB  TOTALS 


342,000.000    547.882.441 


FLORIDA 


FORT  MYERS 
SOUTHWEST  FLORIDA 
INTERNATIONAL 


EXTEND  AND  LIGHT  RUNWAY  AND 
TAX I WAY 


35.  167.  000 


38. 2  06, 110 


MIAMI  INSTALL  TAXIWAY  SIGNS; 

MIAMI  INTERNATIONAL   CONSTRUCT  AIRFIELD  LIGHTING 

VAULT 


34. 268. 000 


34. 268, 000 


MIAMI 
OPA  LOCKA 


RECONSTRUCT,  EXTEND,  GROOVE 
AND  LIGHT  RUNWAY;  CONSTRUCT 
AND  LIGHT  TAXIWAY;  INSTALL 
TAXIWAY  SIGNS  AND  VISUAL 
APPROACH  AID 


36,  969.  851      37,  420,  457 
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PROGRAM:  ARPBOl 
RUN  DATE:  04/05/94 


RUN  TIME:  10: 19:07 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
DISCRETIONARY  FUNDS 


PAGE: 


FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


ORLANDO 
ORLANDO 
INTERNATIONAL 


REHABILITATE  APRON:  IMPROVE 
AIRFIELD  LIGHTING  SYSTEM 


$17,463,750    517.463,750 


SARASOTA 

SARASOTA  BRADENTON 

INTERNATIONAL 


CONDUCT  MASTER  PLAN  UPDATE 
(DRAINAGE  STUDY);  INSTALL 
TAXIWAY  SIGNS;  ACQUIRE  LAND 
FOR  NOISE  COMPATIBILITY; 
PROVIDE  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 
(NOISE  LAND);  INSTALL  FENCING 


S6. 073, 451 


36. 240. 887 


5UB  TOTALS 


539. 942, 052 


S43, 599, 204 


GUAM 


AGANA 
AGANA  NA2 


CONSTRUCT  AND  LIGHT  TAXIWAY, 
APRON  AND  SERVICE  ROAD 


54. 000, 000 


S4. 000, 000 


AGANA 
AGANA  NAS 


CONSTRUCT  AND  LIGHT  TAXIWAY 
AND  APRON 


S5, 400, 000 


55, 400, 000 


SUB  TOTALS 


S9, 400. 000 


$9. 400, 000 


ILLINOi: 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 
BLOCK  GRANT 


VARIOUS  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS  AT  NONPRIMARY 
AIRPORTS  UNDER  THE  STATE 
BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 


i9.  574. 241 


516. 100. 000 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 
BLOCK  GRANT 


VARIOUS  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS  AT  NONPRIMARY 
AIRPORTS  UNDER  THE  STATE 
BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 


54. 533. 274 


$4. 533. 274 
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PROGRAM;  ARPBOl 
RUN  DATE:  04/05/94 


RUN  TIME:  10: 19: 41 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
DISCRETIONARY  FUNDS 


PAGE: 


FISCAL  YEAR{S) 

93 

FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 

003000000 

LOCATION/ 

WORK 

AIRPORT 

DESCRIPTION 

STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 
BLOCK  GRANT 


VARIOUS  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS  AT  NONPRIMARY 
AIRPORTS  UNDER  THE  STATE 
BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 

S3, 400, 000 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 

S3, 400, 000 


BELLEVILLE 
SCOTT  AFB 


EXTEND  RUNWAY;  CONSTRUCT 
TAXIWAY.  APRON,  ROADS  AND 
VAULT;  INSTALL  VISUAL 
APPROACH  AIDS,  FENCING  AND 
SIGNS;  ACQUIRE  AIRCRAFT 
RESCUE  AND  FIRE  FIGHTING  AND 
SNOW  REMOVAL  EQUIPMENT; 
ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  APPROACHES; 
PROVIDE  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 
(PHASE  I) 


514,000,000    514,000,000 


BLOOMINGTON/NORMAL 
BLOOMINGTON/NORMAL 


INSTALL  TAXIWAY  SIGNS; 
CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY;  ACQUIRE 
LAND  FOR  APPROACHES 


53,906,430     54,078,800 


CHICAGO 
CHICAGO  O  HARE 
IVTERNATIONAL 


SOUNDPROOF  SCHOOL  (MANNHEIM 
JUNIOR  HIGH,  MELROSE  PARK) 


54,092,000     54,092,000 


CHICAGO/WEST 

CHICAGO 

DUPAGE 


CONSTRUCT  AND  LIGHT  RUNWAYS. 
TAXIWAYS  AND  APRON;  RELOCATE 
UTILITIES,  PUBLIC  ROAD  AND 
RAILROAD  TRACK;  ACQUIRE  LAND 
FOR  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
APPROACHES  (PHASE  VII) 


58,019,700     58,019,700 


3UB  TOTALS 


547, 525, 645 


554. 223, 774 


INDIANA 


INDIANAPOLIS 
INDIANAPOLIS 
INTERNATIONAL 


REMOVE  OBSTRUCTIONS; 
CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY  (DESIGN  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  MITIGATION); 
ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL  MITIGATION 


54, 000, 000 


58. 845, 899 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 

INDIANAPOLIS 
INDIANAPOLIS 
INTERNATIONAL 


93 
003000000 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 

ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY:  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  ( NOIS 
LAND) 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 

S6,  076, 000 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 

36. 076. 000 


INDIANAPOLIS 
INDIANAPOLIS 
INTERNATIONAL 


INSTALL  TAXIWAY  SIGNS; 
CONSTRUCT  AIRCRAFT  RESCUE  AND 
FIRE  FIGHTING  EQUIPMENT 
BUILDING;  CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY 
AND  TAXIWAY;  INSTALL  VISUAL 
APPROACH  AIDS  AND  INSTRUMENT 
LANDING  SYSTEM;  RELOCATE 
PUBLIC  ROAD:  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL  MITIGATION; 
PROVIDE 


S4, 000, 000 


^i, 000, 000 


SUB  TOTALS 


514,076,000    318.921,899 


IOWA 


ANKENY 
NEW 


CONSTRUCT  AND  LIGHT  RUNWAY. 
TAXIWAY  AND  APRON:  INSTALL 
VISUAL  APPROACH  AIDS  AND 
FENCING;  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR 
DEVELOPMENT 


34, 450. 000 


34, 450. 000 


SUB  TOTALS 


34. 450. 000 


34. 450. 000 


KENTUCKY 


COVINGTON 

CINCINNATI/NORTHERN 
KENTUCKY 
INTERNATIONAL 


ACQUIRE  ARFF.  SNOW  REMOVAL 
AND  NOISE  MONITORING 
EQUIPMENT;  INSTALL  SECURITY 
FENCING  AND  AIRFIELD  SIGNS; 
EXTEND  AND  RECONSTRUCT 
TAXIWAYS;  CONSTRUCT  APRONS: 
IMPROVE  TERMINAL  BUILDING: 
SOUNDPROOF  SCHOOLS  AND 
RESIDENCES:  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR 
NOISE  COMPATIBIL 


38. 780. 413 


313.  950,  000 


I 


; 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


LOUISVILLE 
STANDIFORD  FIELD 


CONSTRUCT  RUNWAYS;  ACQUIRE 
LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (PHASE 
II) 


$9,503,342    $15,300,000 


^UB  TOTALS 


$18,283,755    $29,250,000 


LOUISIANA 


NEW  ORLEANS 
NEW  ORLEANS 
INTERNATIONAL/MOISA 
T  FIELD 


INSTALL  SECURITY  FENCING; 
REHABILITATE  RUNWAYS  AND 
TAXIVMYS;  CONSTRUCT  TAXIWAY, 
APRONS,  ACCESS  ROADS  AND 
SERVICE  ROAD:  INSTALL 
AIRFIELD  LIGHTING  CONTROL 
SYSTEM;  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR 
DEVELOPMENT  (PHASE  II) 


$9,902,695    $13,600,000 


:;UB  TOTALS 


$9,902,695    $13,600,000 


MASSACHUSETTS 


BOSTON 

GENERAL  EDWARD  L 

LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL 


SOUNDPROOF  residence: 
(APPROXIMATELY  300) 


$7.  000,  000     $7,  000,  000 


;UB  TOTALS 


$7,000,000     $7,000,000 


MICHIGAN 


STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 
BLOCK  GRANT 


VARIOUS  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS  AT  NONPRIMARY 
AIRPORTS  UNDER  THE  STATE 
BLOCK  GRANT  PROGRAM 


$10,944,636    $17,956,673 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


DETROIT 
DETROIT 

METROPOLITAN- WAYNE 
COUNTY 


CONSTRUCT  AND  LIGHT  RUNWAYS, 
TAXIWAYS  AND  APRONS; 
REHABILITATE  AND  INSTALL 
RUNWAY  LIGHTING,  INSTRUMENT 
APPROACH  AIDS,  VISUAL 
APPROACH  AIDS  AND  TAXIWAY 
SIGNS;  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR 
DEVELOPMENT  AND  APPROACHES; 
PROVIDE  RELOCATION 
ASSISTANCE;  CONSTRUCT  WETLAN 


SIO, 000, 000 


$14. 351, 595 


DETROIT 
DETROIT 

METROPOLITAN- WAYNE 
COUNTY 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (NOISE 
LAND) 


$4. 228, 298 


S4, 228, 298 


SUB  TOTALS 


325,172,934    $36,536,566 


MINNESOTA 


DULUTH 
DULUTH 
INTERNATIONAL 


CONSTRUCT  AIRCRAFT  RESCUE  AND 
FIRE  FIGHTING  TRAINING 
FACILITY 


$5,299,625     $5,299,625 


MINNEAPOLIS 
MINNEAPOLTS-ST  PAUL 
INTERNATIONAL 


SOUNDPROOF  RESIDENCES; 
ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (NOISE 
LAND) 


$4,733,223     $4,733,223 


MINNEAPOLIS 
MINNEAPOLIS-ST  PAUL 
INTERNATIONAL 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (NOISE 
LAND) 


36,946,489    $12,000,000 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 
FEDERAL 

fund:: 


^UB  total: 


S16, 979. 337 


322, 032. 848 


MISSOURI 


state  of  MISSOURI 
BLOCK  GRANT 


VARIOUS  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS  AT  NONPRIMARY 
AIRPORTS  UNDER  THE  STATE 
BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 


GIO. 270. 000    014,458,131 


ST  LOUIS 
LAMBERT-ST  LOUIJ 
INTERNATIONAL 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY 


38,978.000     58,978,000 


3UB  TOTALS 


319, 248. 000    523, 436. 131 


NEBRASKA 


LINCOLN 

LINCOLN  MUNICIPAL 


CONSTRUCT  DEICING  FACILITY; 
SEAL  COAT  TAXIWAY; 
REHABILITATE  APRON;  ACQUIRE 
SNOW  REMOVAL  EQUIPMENT; 
MODIFY  TERMINAL  BUILDING; 
CONSTRUCT  SERVICE  ROAD; 
IMPROVE  ACCESS  ROAD 


54.000.000     34.907.689 


SUB  TOTALS 


54.000.000     34.907.689 


NEVADA 


LAS  VEGAS 
MC  CARRAN 
INTERNATIONAL 


CONSTRUCT  AND  RECONSTRUCT 
RUNWAYS  AND  TAXIVJAYS; 
CONSTRUCT.  RECONSTRUCT  AND 
EXPAND  APRONS;  INSTALL  RUNWAY 
AND  TAXIWAY  LIGHTING;  ACQUIRE 
LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT; 
RELOCATE  PUBLIC  ROAD;  IMPROVE 
DRAINAGE  (PHASE  V) 


54. 000, 000 


54. 000. 000 
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PAGE: 


FIGCAL  YEARC;) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


9.t 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DEriCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


RENO 

RENO  CANNON 

INTERNATIONAL 


RECONSTRUCT  AND  STRENGTHEN 
RUNWAYS;  CONr.TRUCT.  EXTEND 
AND  LIGHT  TAXIWAYS; 
RECONSTRUCT  APRON:  INSTALL 
TAXIWAY  SIGNS;  IMPROVE  ACCESS 
ROAD  AND  DRAINAGE;  ACQUIRE 
LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
APPROACHES;  CONSTRUCT 
WETLANDS  (ENVIRONMENTAL 
MITIGATION )( PHASE  I) 


S4.  000.  000 


S6. 4  5  4. 5  28 


RENO 
RENO/STEAD 


RECONSTRUCT  AND  LIGHT  RUNWAY 


:UJJ  TOTALS 


S3.  395. 798     S3.  395. 798 


311.395.798    S13.850.326 


NEW  HAMPSHIRE 


MANCHESTER 
MANCHESTER 

MANCHESTER 
MANCHESTER 


CONSTRUCT  APRON 


CONSTRUCT  TERMINAL  BUILDING 
( PHASE  II ) 


.S3.  650.  240     S3.  650.  240 


S4, 000. 000 


34. 000. 000 


MANCHESTER 
MANCHESTER 


jOundproof  residence: 


SUB  TOTALS 


.$5.  Ill,  7  27 


$5.  111. 7  27 


S12.761.967    512.761,967 


NEW  JERSEY 


NEWARK 
NEWARK 
INTERNATIONAL 


SOUNDPROOF  SCHOOLS  {EAST 
NEWARK  PUBLIC  AND  GROVER 
CLEVELAND  MIDDLE)  ELIZABETH. 
N.  J.  (PHASE  I) 


S3. 520. 000 


S3. 520. 000 
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FISCAL  YEAR{3) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


SUB  TOTALS 


S3, 520, 000 


S3,  520, 000 


NEW  MEXICO 


ALBUOUEROUE 
ALBUOUEROUE 
INTERNATIONAL 


INSTALL  TAXIWAY  SIGNS  AND 
SECURITY  FENCING; 
REHABILITATE  RUNWAY; 
CONSTRUCT  AND  RECONSTRUCT 
TAXIWAYS;  CONSTRUCT  APRON; 
INSTALL  RUNWAY  LIGHTING 
CONTROLS  AND  EMERGENCY  POWER 
GENERATOR;  CONSTRUCT  SERVICE 
ROAD;  IMPROVE  DRAINAGE 


$4, 100, 000     $7, 317, 245 


SUB  TOTALS 


S4,  100,  000     S7,  317,  245 


NEW  YORK 


ITHACA 
TOMPKINS  COUNTY 


INSTALL  TAXIWAY  SIGNS;  EXTEND 
RUNWAY  AND  TAXIWAY;  MITIGATE 
WETLAND  FOR  RUNWAY  AND 
TAXIWAY  EXTENSION;  INSTALL 
VISUAL  APPROACH  AID  AND 
FENCING 


$3. 442. 000     S3, 442, 000 


NEW  YORK 
LAGUARDIA 


CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY  SAFETY  AREA 
(PH  II  ) 


34,000,000     $4,000,000 


NEWBURGH 

STEWART 

INTERNATIONAL 


EXPAND  TERMINAL  BUILDING 
(PHASE  II) 


$4,000,000     $4,000,000 


810 


PROGRAM:  ARPBOl 
RUN  DATE:  04/05/94 


FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


RUN  TIME:  10: 22: 15 

AIRPORT  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 
DISCRETIONARY  FUNDS 


PAGE: 


11 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 

WHITE  PLAINS 
WESTCHESTER  COUNTY 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 

CONSTRUCT  TAXIWAY  AND  APRON 


SUB  TOTALS 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


$3, 144, 280 
Si4, 586, 280 


S3, 144, 280 
S14, 586, 280 


NORTH  CAROLINA 


STATE  OF  NORTH 
CAROLINA  BLOCK 
GRANT 


VARIOUS  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS  AT  NONPRIMARY 
AIRPORTS  UNDER  THE  STATE 
BLOCK  GRANT  PILOT  PROGRAM 


SIO, 300, 000 


S14. 637, 111 


CHARLOTTE 

CHARLOTTE/DOUGLAS 

INTERNATIONAL 


INSTALL  TAXIWAY  SIGNS  AND 
RUNWAY  LIGHTING  CONTROLS; 
ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT 
AND  NOISE  COMPATIBILITY; 
PROVIDE  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 


$5,790,000    312,996,340 


SUB  TOTALS 


316,090,000    527,633,451 


NORTHERN  MARIANA  li 


SAIPAN 
SAIPAN 
INTERNATIONAL 


EXPAND  APRON  ( PHASE  I ) 


37, 103. 475 


S8,  398,  299 


SUB  TOTALS 


37, 103. 475 


38, 398, 299 


OHIO 


TOLEDO 

TOLEDO  EXPRESS 


REMOVE  OBSTRUCTIONS:  ACQUIRE 
LAND  FOR  NOISE  COMPATIBILITY; 
PROVIDE  RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 
(NOISE  LAND) 


34,677.926     34.677.926 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


SUB  TOTALS 


$4, 677, 926 


S4. 677. 926 


OKLAHOMA 


OKLAHOMA  CITY 
WILL  ROGERS  WORLD 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (NOISE 
LAND) 


S4,  006.  287     .$4.  024.  159 


TULSA 

TULSA  INTERNATIONAL 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (NOISE 
LAND) 


36.  810.  267     S6.  810.  267 


SUB  TOTALS 


SIO. 816, 554    $10. 834. 426 


OREGON 


REDMOND 
ROBERTS  FIELD 


RECONSTRUCT  AND  LIGHT  RUNWAY 
(PHASE  I) 


S3. 334. 602 


S3. 801. 422 


3UB  TOTALS 


S3. 334, 602 


53, 801, 422 


PENNSYLVANIA 


ERIE 

ERIE  INTERNATIONAL 


INSTALL  TAXIWAY  SIGNS; 
REHABILITATE  RUNWAY  AND 
TAXIWAY 


S4.  045.  451     S4. 850,  000 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


JOHNSTOWN 
JOHNSTOWN- CAMBRIA 
COUNTY 


CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY  (PHASE  II); 
REHABILITATE  RUNWAY  LIGHTING; 
ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT 
(PHASE  III) 


S3, 830, 000 


34, 230, 000 


PHILADELPHIA 
PHILADELPHIA 
INTERNATIONAL 

PITTSBURGH 
GREATER  PITTSBURGH 
INTERNATIONAL 


REHABILITATE  RUNWAY  AND 
TAXIWAYS 


CONSTRUCT  TAXIWAYS  AND 
SERVICE  ROAD  (PHASE  IV); 
CONSTRUCT  APRON  (PHASE  II) 


$10,000,000    310,000,000 


37,000,000     $7,000,000 


SUB  TOTALS 


324,875.451    326,080.000 


RHODE  ISLAND 


PROVIDENCE  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT      $4,171,089     $6,500,000 

THEODORE  F  GREEN 

STATE 


PROVIDENCE  ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 

THEODORE  F  GREEN      COMPATIBILITY 

STATE 

SUB  TOTALS 


33,631,559     $3,631,559 


37, 802. 648    SIO. 131, 559 


SOUTH  CAROLINA 


GREER  STRENGTHEN  RUNWAY 

GREENVILLE -SPARTANB 

RG 


$5,000,000     $5,308,027 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


TOTAL 
DISCRETIONARY    FEDERAL 
PORTION        FUNDS 


MYRTLE  BEACH 
MYRTLE  BEACH  AIR 
FORCE  BASE 


ACQUIRE  PAVEMENT  SWEEPER; 
CONSTRUCT  TAXIWAYS 


$3,  220.  259     $3,  570.  008 


SUB  TOTALS 


S8, 220. 259 


$8. 878, 035 


TENNESSEE 


MEMPHIS 
MEMPHIS 
INTERNATIONAL 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  (NOISE 
LAND) 


S5, 000, 000     $5,000,000 


NASHVILLE 
NASHVILLE 
INTERNATIONAL 


EXTEND  RUNWAY  (PHASE  II) 


S4. 839, 631 


39. 000. 000 


NASHVILLE 
NASHVILLE 
INTERNATIONAL 


SOUNDPROOF  RESIDENCES: 
ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE  ( NOir 
LAND) 


S3.  500.  000 


S3. 500. 000 


SUB  TOTALS 


;i3.339,631    $17,500,000 


TEXAS 


DALLAS/FORT  WORTH 
DALLAS/FORT  WORTH 
INTERNATIONAL 


CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY  (SITE 
PREPARATION);  ACQUIRE  LAND 
FOR  APPROACHES;  PROVIDE 
RELOCATION  ASSISTANCE 


$12,500,000    $12,500,000 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


DALLAS/FORT  WORTH 
DALLAS/FORT  WORTH 
INTERNATIONAL 


ACQUIRE  LAND  FOR  NOISE 
COMPATIBILITY 


$10, 000. 000    SIO, 400, 000 


SUB  TOTALS 


322,500,000    522,900,000 


UTAH 


SALT  LAKE  CITY 
SALT  LAKE  CITY 
INTERNATIONAL 


REMOVE  OBSTRUCTION 


S7, 679, 683     37,679,683 


SALT  LAKE  CITY 
SALT  LAKE  CITY 
INTERNATIONAL 


REMOVE  OBSTRUCTION;  CONSTRUCT 
RUNWAY  (SITE  PREPARATION) 


37, 320, 317 


37, 320, 317 


SALT  LAKE  CITY 
SALT  LAKE  CITY 
INTERNATIONAL 


CONSTRUCT  AIRCRAFT  RESCUE  AND 
FIRE  FIGHTING  TRAINING 
FACILITY 


30,000,000     36,000,000 


SALT  LAKE  CITY 
SALT  LAKE  CITY 
INTERNATIONAL 


CONSTRUCT  RUNWAY  (SITE 
PREPARATION) 


33, 431, 233     33, 431, 233 


SUB  TOTALS 


324, 431, 233    324, 431, 233 


VIRGINIA 


WASHINGTON,  DC 
WASHINGTON  DULLES 
INTERNATIONAL 


CONSTRUCT  AND  EXTEND 
TAXIWAYS;  CONSTRUCT  APRONS 
AND  ACCESS  ROAD 


35, 600, 000 


35, 600, 000 


WASHINGTON,  DC        CONSTRUCT  TAXIWAY,  AVRON  AND 
WASHINGTON  NATIONAL   ACCESS  ROADS;  EXTEND 

TAXIWAYS;  CONSTRUCT  AND 
REALIGN  ACCESS  ROADS  (PHASE 
II) 


313,600,000    313,600,000 
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FISCAL  YEAR(S) 
FUNDING  LIMIT  GT 


93 
003000000 


LOCATION/ 
AIRPORT 


WORK 
DESCRIPTION 


DISCRETIONARY 
PORTION 


TOTAL 

FEDERAL 

FUNDS 


SUB  TOTALS 


S19, 200, 000 


Si9. 200, 000 


WASHINGTON 


SEATTLE 

SEATTLE -TACOMA 
INTERNATIONAL 


RECONSTRUCT  RUNWAY;  CONSTRUCT 
RUNWAY  SAFETY  AREA;  CONSTRUCT 
AND  RECONSTRUCT  TAXIWAYS 


$3. 858, 092 


$3, 858. 092 


SEATTLE 

SEATTLE -TACOMA 
INTERNATIONAL 


SOUNDPROOF  RESIDENCES  (752 
RESIDENCES  IN  THE 
SEATTLE -TACOMA  AREA); 
PURCHASE  AVIGATION  EASEMENTS; 
PROVIDE  TRANSACTION 
ASSISTANCE 


$9, 764, 983 


SIO, 449, 549 


SUB  TOTALS 


$13,623,075    $14,307,641 


WISCONSIN 


STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 
BLOCK  GRANT 


VARIOUS  AIRPORT  DEVELOPMENT 
PROJECTS  AT  NONPRIMARY 
AIRPORTS  UNDER  THE  STATE 
BLOCK  GRANT  PROGRAM 


$3, 959, 629 


$8, 346, 402 


SUB  TOTALS 


S3, 959, 629 


$8,  346,  402 


EFY>>> 


GRAND  TOTALS 


3511,896.348   $623,560,989 


816 

AIP  GRANTS  WITH  NO  OUTLAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  pages  689-691  of  last 
year's  hearing  record  showing  AIP  grant  projects  for  which  obliga- 
tions were  incurred  more  than  two  years  ago  and  no  cash  expendi- 
tures have  been  made. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Airport  grants  more  than  2  years  old  with  no  payments  • 


Project 

Federal 

Location 

Airport 

No. 

Funds 

Cottonwood,  Az 

Cottonwood 

04-91 

361,772 

Mesa,  Az 

Falcon  Field 

04-91 

455,300 

Scottsdale,  Az 

Municipal 

06-91 

300,000 

Show  Low,  Az 

Show  Low 

05-91 

1,220,000 

Yuma,  Az 

International 

II-9I 

442,546 

Blythe,  Ca 

Blythe 

04-90 

784.800 

Burbank,  Ca 

Burbank-GIendale 

10-89 

5,600,000 

Burbank,  Ca 

Burbank-Glendale 

12-91 

8,925,060 

Carlsbad,  Ca 

McClellan-Palomar 

04-91 

171,000 

Fresno,  Ca 

Air  Terminal 

12-91 

3,000,000 

Hawthorne,  Ca 

Municipal 

05-90 

500,000 

Hawthorne,  Ca 

Municipal 

06-91 

500,000 

Mammoth,  Ca 

Mammoth-June  Lakes 

09-91 

45,000 

Ontario,  Ca 

International 

04-86 

3,014,223 

Ontario,  Ca 

International 

08-91 

5,091,000 

Rancho,  Ca 

French  Valley 

10-91 

750,000 

Redlands,  Ca 

Municipal 

03-89 

40,000 

Redlands,  Ca 

Municipal 

04-91 

500,000 

San  Jose,  Ca 

Reid-Hillview 

02-84 

900,000 

Santa  Barbara,  Ca 

Municipal 

09-91 

2,229,241 

Santa  Barbara,  Ca 

Municipal 

10-91 

500,000 

Van  Nuys,  Ca 

Van-Nuys 

02-89 

2,148,300 

Van  Nuys,  Ca 

Van-Nuys 

03-90 

1,149,840 

New  Haven,  Ct 

Tweed-New  Haven 

05-89 

1,056,042 

Honolulu,  Hi 

International 

11-88 

257,066 

Honolulu,  Hi 

International 

23-91 

1,032,750 

Kahului,  Hi 

Maui 

01-89 

353,263 

Hawi,  Hi 

Upolu 

02-91 

635,906 

Wilmington,  De 

Greater  Wilmington 

07-90 

207,000 

Bedford,  Ma 

Hanscom  Field 

08-90 

144,000 

Bedford,  Ma 

Hanscom  Field 

09-91 

443,813 

Boston,  Ma 

International 

16-85 

1,065,115 

Boston,  Ma 

International 

34-89 

1,208,106 

Clarksville,  Md 

Howard  County 

01-91 

119.250 

Clinton,  Md 

Hyde  Field 

05-89 

76.500 

Leonardtown,  Md 

St  Marys  County 

07-91 

158,085 

Ocean  City,  Md 

Municipal 

07-90 

200,000 

Maryland 

State  System  Plan 

87-91 

166,440 

Atlantic  City,  NJ 

International 

08-90 

194,530 

Atlantic  City,  NJ 

International 

10-91 

409,744 

818 


Atlantic  City,  NJ 

Municipal  (Bader) 

02-83 

460,201 

Caldwell,  NJ 

Essex  County 

07-88 

1,800,000 

Newark,  NJ 

Municipal 

39-91 

1,664,000 

Battle  Mountain,  Nv 

Lander  County 

05-91 

56,000 

Las  Vegas,  Nv 

McCarran 

17-91 

1,456,500 

Albany,  NY 

Albany  County 

09-86 

793,926 

Faimingdale,  NY 

Republic 

06-88 

175,000 

Farmingdale,  NY 

Republic 

07-88 

1,000,000 

Farmingdale,  NY 

Republic 

09-91 

208,575 

Flushing,  NY 

Flushing 

02-91 

326,656 

Newburgh,  NY 

Stewart 

03-81 

457,235 

Newburgh,  NY 

Stewart 

05-89 

3,237,018 

Newburgh,  NY 

Stewart 

07-91 

2,209,087 

Newburgh,  NY 

Stewart 

08-91 

1,230,615 

Newburgh,  NY 

Stewart 

09-91 

5,000,000 

Newburgh,  NY 

Stewart 

10-91 

900,000 

Newburgh,  NY 

Stewart 

12-91 

900,000 

New  York,  NY 

JFK 

37-90 

7,222,714 

New  York,  NY 

JFK 

38-90 

1,200,000 

New  York,  NY 

JFK 

42-91 

2,336,000 

New  York,  NY 

JFK 

47-91 

1,725,000 

New  York,  NY 

LaGuardia 

21-87 

1,000,000 

New  York,  NY 

LaGuardia 

29-90 

960,000 

New  York,  NY 

LaGuardia 

35-91 

800,000 

New  York,  NY 

Pan  Am  Metroport 

01-90 

270,000 

Saratoga  Springs,  NY 

Saratoga  County 

01-82 

291,852 

Wanvick,  NY 

Municipal 

02-88 

23,310 

New  York 

Reg  System  Plan 

R4-90 

44,900 

New  York 

Reg  System  Plan 

R5-91 

54,080 

New  York 

Reg  System  Plan 

R6-91 

15,700 

Middletown,  Pa 

Harrisburg 

07-87 

62,270 

Philadelphia,  Pa 

International 

27-81 

637,500 

Philadelphia,  Pa 

International 

24-90 

1,100,000 

Philadelphia,  Pa 

International 

25-90 

975,000 

Philadelphia,  Pa 

International 

31-91 

1,500,000 

Philadelphia,  Pa 

North 

06-91 

1,800,000 

Pittsburgh,  Pa 

Greater 

27-91 

•    446,250 

Reading,  Pa 

Municipal 

11-91 

45,000 

Westchester,  Pa 

Brandywine 

04-88 

519,850 

Blacksburg,  Va 

Va  Tech 

05-88 

70,000 

Roanoke,  Va 

Municipal 

10-90 

927,000 

Middlebury,  Vt 

State 

02-91 

242,147 

Rutland,  Vt 

State 

08-91 

164,650 

Note:  This  data  is  current  as  of  March  31,  1994. 
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AIP  PROJECT  SELECTION  PROCESS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  8,  you  say  that  you  have  made  immediate 
changes  to  the  AIP  project  selection  process  in  fiscal  year  1994,  in 
response  to  the  committee's  initiative  to  develop  investment  cri- 
teria. What  specific  changes  were  made? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  will  set  cutoff  points  on  the  priorities  which  are  determined  for  all 
projects  to  assure  that  the  haghest  priority  projects  from  a  national  perspective  are 
funded.  Further,  FAA  will  subject  high  priority  capacity  projects  which  require  $10 
million  or  more  in  discretionary  funds  to  benefit-cost  analyses.  All  requests  for  let- 
ters of  intent  (LOI)  will  also  be  subjected  to  thorough  screenings,  including  benefit- 
cost  analyses.  The  FAA  will  limit  consideration  of  requests  for  LOI's  to  airside  de- 
velopment at  primary  or  reliever  airports. 

LETTER  OF  INTENT  POLICY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  FAA's  revised  letter  of  intent 
policy  and  when  does  FAA  plan  to  issue  the  final  policy? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  completed  the  development  of  a  proposed  policy  for  approvals  of 
LOIs  and  is  informally  coordinating  this  with  the  airport  and  airUne  industry.  We 
plan  to  publish  this  policy  in  the  Federal  Register  for  general  comment  with  the  ob- 
jective of  having  a  final  policy  in  place  for  use  for  fiscal  year  1995.  For  fiscal  year 
1994  we  plan  to  apply  the  requirements  of  our  proposed  policy  to  all  LOI  applicants. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  will  the  new  letter  of  intent  policy  address  the 
concerns  raised  by  GAO  in  its  recent  report? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  policy  will  limit  consideration  of  requests  for  LOIs  to  airside  development  at 
primary  or  reliever  airp>orts  with  measurable  capacity  benefits.  The  FAA's  decision 
to  approve  an  LOI  will  also  consider  a  project's  benefits  and  costs.  Benefits  meas- 
ured will  include  annual  aircraft  delay  savings.  Further,  a  sponsor's  use  of  other 
sources  of  fiinding  will  be  considered. 

AIP — GOALS  AND  PERFORMANCE  MEASURES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  FAA's  efforts  to  develop  goals 
and  performance  measures  for  the  AIP  as  requested  by  the  Con- 
gress in  1987,  including  a  goal  for  increasing  system  wide  capacity 
that  could  be  used  to  define  a  "significant"  enhancement  to  the  sys- 
tem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  in  the  process  of  developing  goals  and  performance  measiu-es  and  ex- 
pects to  complete  this  work  by  November  30,  1994.  These  measures  will  relate  di- 
rectly to  the  airport  system  performance  factors  identified  in  the  National  Plan  of 
Integrated  Airport  Systems  and  will  address  capacity  constrained  airports. 

AIP — INVESTMENT  CRITERIA 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  FAA's  efforts  to  develop  invest- 
ment criteria  for  AIP  projects? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  completed  a  plan  for  the  establishment  of  the  use  of  investment  cri- 
teria for  AIP  projects  in  fiscal  year  1994.  A  copy  of  that  plan  follows. 
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FAA/February  17,  1994 
AIP  INVESTMENT  CRITERU 

The  FAA  is  implementing  a  program  to  enhance  its  Airport  Investment  Program  (AIP) 
investment  criteria.   This  program  will  be  an  ongoing  one,  beginning  in  FY  1994  with 
immediate  changes  to  the  AIP  grant  award  process,  followed  by  additional  reforms  in 
FY  1995  and  thereafter.  Ultimately,  the  program  will  lead  to  the  development  of  goals  and 
investment  criteria  for  a  National  Airport  System  that  is  fully  consistent  with  the  National 
Transportation  System.  The  following  is  a  detailed  description  of  FAA's  program.  Table  1 
summarizes  major  milestones  and  dates. 

I.  FY  1994  AIP  ALLOCATION  CRITERIA 

1.   Preliminary  Planning  Screen: 

a)  A  public  use  airport  is  eligible  to  apply  for  AIP  grants  if  it  meets  at  least  one  of  the 
following  criteria  specified  in  FAA  Order  5090.3B: 

Enplanes  (or  is  forecast  to  enplane  within  10  years)  2,500  or  more  revenue 
passengers  per  year  and  receives  scheduled  passenger  service; 
•  Handles  at  least  25,000  itinerant  operations,  or  35,000  local  operations,  of 
general  aviation  aircraft  per  year  and  relieves  a  congested  airport  with  at  least 
250,000  annual  enplaned  passengers; 

Has  (or  is  forecast  to  have  within  5  years)  at  least  10  based  aircraft,  is 
pubbcly  owned,  and  is  located  30  minutes  or  more  (average  ground  travel 
time)  from  the  nearest  alternative  airport  eligible  for  AIP  funds  (special 
conditions  apply  to  hebports); 
•    Serves  as  a  scheduled  mail  stop  of  an  air  carrier  transporting  mail  pursuant  to 
a  contract  with  the  U.S.  Postal  Service; 

Serves  as  a  permanent  base  for  the  Air  National  Guard  or  a  reserve 
component  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces;  or 
•         Meets  a  significant  national  interest  (established  by  special  written 
justification  or  by  a  benefit-cost  analysis). 

b)  Airports  meeting  one  or  more  of  the  above  criteria  are  eligible  for  discretionary  AIP 
grants.  Funds  apportioned  in  accordance  with  statutory  criteria  will  be  granted  for 
eligible  work. 


821 


c)        Airports  must  also  satisfy  statutory  and  administrative  application  and  grant 

condition  requirements,  including  environmental  assessment,  public  hearings  where 
applicable,  airport  layout  plan  and  airspace  approval,  and  6nancial  preparedness. 
Proposed  airport  projects  should  be  supported  by  comprehensive  master  planning 
studies. 

1  Prioritization  of  Discretionary  Grants: 

a)  FAA  regiona]  offices  rank  all  grant  applications  according  to  the  Priority  System 
defined  in  Table  2. 

b)  The  "Special  Programs"  category  targets  safety  and  security  items  required  by 
regulation  or  congressional  mandate.  FAA  estabUshes  performance  goals  for  this 
category  which  are  revised  annually  to  respond  to  new  requirements.  FAA  has  set 
the  following  performance  goals  for  FY  1994: 

•  Install  required  taxiway  guidance  signs  at  30  airports  certificated  under  FAR 
Part  139  by  January  1995; 

•  Acquire  rescue/fire  fighting  equipment  at  30  locations  where  necessary  for 
airports  to  replace  worn  equipment  and/or  meet  upgraded  index  requirements 
per  FAR  Part  139; 

•  Acquire  deicing  equipment  and/or  construct  deicing  facilities  at  the 
six  airports  forecasted  to  justify  and  document  these  needs;  and 

•  Gear  obstructions  in  runway  protection  zones  at  15  airports  to  provide 
obstacle-fi-ee  approaches  for  arriving  aircraft. 

c)  As  a  new  initiative,  FAA  headquarters  will  set  cutoff  points  on  project  scores  to 
ensure  that  only  the  highest  priority  projects  (from  a  national  perspective)  are 
funded.  The  national  cutoff  points  wiU  be  determined  by  comparing  the  value  of 
grant  applications  to  the  money  available  for  discretionary  grants,  based  on  annual 
obligation  limitations  and  program  authorization  requirements. 

3.  Benefit-Cost  Analysis  of  Discretionary  Capacity  Projects:  To  ensure  that  AIP  monies 
are  invested  wisely,  FAA  will  subject  high  priority  capacity  projects  (those  projects  meeting 
the  requirements  of  sections  1  and  2  above)  for  which  sponsors  are  seeking  large  amounts 
of  discretionary  funds  (grants  of  $10  million  or  more)  to  a  benefit-cost  analysis.  This 
benefit-cost  analysis  will  also  represent  an  important  step  by  FAA  to  comply  with  the  new 
Executive  Order,  Trinciples  for  Federal  Infi-astructtu'e  Investments." 
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For  each  such  request  of  discretionary  monies  of  $10  miUion  or  more  for  capacity  projects, 
FAA  wilJ  simulate  traffic  flow  at  the  existing  airport  to  determine  the  hours  of  annual  flight 
delay  that  would  be  prevented  by  the  project  in  question.   FAA  will  an£ilyzc  the  project's 
effects  on  the  local  and  (where  possible)  the  overall  national  air  transportation  system  in 
accordance  with  established  agency  modeling  capabilities. 

The  proposed  capacity  improvements  will  be  modeled  in  terms  of  annual  delay  cost  savings 
for  three  activity  levels:   current  levels;  intermediate-term  levels  (5  to  10  years  out);  and 
long-term  levels  (10  to  20  years  out).  E>elay  savings  will  be  measured  in  hours  and 
coirverted  to  monetary  terms  using  aircraft  operating  costs  and  the  value  of  air  passenger 
time.  Benefits  for  activity  Icvek  falling  between  these  three  reference  levels  will  be 
estimated  through  interpolation.   Data  on  future  activity  levels  will  be  taken  from  the  FAA 
Terminal  Area  Forecast,  the  Airport  Master  Plan,  or  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (whichever  is  most  recent). 

The  data  requirements  will  be  specific  to  airport/terminal  airspace  and  will  be  collected  by 
FAA.  The  data  will  include  (but  not  be  limited  to):   the  approved  Airport  Layout  Plan; 
type  of  aircraft  operations;  fleet  mix;  peak-hour  airfield  mix  by  class;  runway  occupancy 
times;  taxiway  exit  percentages;  noise,  obstruction,  terrain,  departure,  and  arrival 
constraints;  air  traffic  arrival  and  departure  streams;  minimum  vectoring  altitudes;  aircraft 
separation  by  aircraft  type;  length  of  and  approach  speeds  on  common  approach  by  aircraft 
type  and  weather;  converging  and/or  parallel  runway  arrival  and  departure  dependencies; 
and  the  different  nunvay  use  configurations  in  the  various  wind  and  weather  conditions. 

On  an  annual  basis,  FAA  will  re-evaluate  its  projea  cost  threshold  level  for  benefit-cost 
analysis  of  grant  applications.   Greater  experience  and  improved  modeling  capabilities  may 
allow  the  threshold  to  be  reduced  to  capture  a  growing  number  of  capacity  projects. 
Different  thresholds  could  be  established  for  various  airport  size  categories.   Finally, 
benefit-cost  methodologies  could  be  develop)ed  for  projects  other  than  capacity  projects. 

4.  Ensure  Program  Consistency/Report  on  AIP  Investment  Decisions:   FAA  wfl]  ensure 
consistent  application  of  current  and  future  investment  criteria  at  the  regional  FAA  office 
level.  As  part  of  this  effort,  FAA  will  issue  a  detailed  description  of  its  selection  process 
for  grant  approval.  FAA  wiU  also  take  steps  to  initiate  the  production  of  an  annual  public 
report  describing  its  AD*  investment  decisions.  The  report  will  present  information  on 
which  projects  were  funded  and  why,  and  would  include  the  results  of  benefit-cost  analyses 
on  large  discretionary  capacity  projects.  The  report  will  also  provide  an  analysis  of 
performance  measures  with  regard  to  attainment  of  national  goals  (first  annual  report  to  be 
published  by  April  1,  1995). 
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11.  FY  1994/95  AIP  INVESTMENT  CRTTERU  INITUTIVES 

1.   Issue  Letter  of  Intent  CLOD  Policy:   FAA  will  issue  a  new  policy  on  LOI's  as  of  June  30, 
1994,  which  will  become  effective  in  FY  1995.   Under  this  new  policy  (currently  in 
pn-eparation),  LXDI'i  wiD  be  limited  to  airside  development  projects.  Additionally,  strict 
benefit-cost  analysis  will  be  required,  with  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  at  least  one  needed  for 
approval  The  new  LOI  pobcy  will  also  consider  the  financial  commitment  of  the  airport 
authority  to  the  project  to  be  financed  by  the  LOL 

1  Establish  Outreach  Program  on  AIP  Investment  Criteria:   FAA  will  solicit  advice  fi-om 
industry  experts  on  how  to  improve  AIP  investment  criteria.   In  FY  1993,  FAA  charged  its 
Research,  Engineering,  and  Development  Advisory  Committee  to  establish  a  working  group 
on  this  subject.  This  group  presented  its  preliminary  findings  on  February  4,  1994,  and  will 
submit  its  final  report  by  February  28,  1994. 

FAA  will  also  arrange  for  the  Transportation  Research  Board  to  host  an  industry/academia 
symposium  to  solicit  comments  on  FAA's  AIP  project  selection  process  and  the  use  of 
benefit-cost  analysis.  The  expected  date  for  this  symposium  is  June  15,  1994. 

3.  Further  Revision  of  AIP  Investment  Criteria:   FAA  wiU  simultaneously  evaluate  and 
revise  its  AIP  investment  criteria  with  respect  to  the  issues  addressed  below: 

a)  Revised  goals  for  AIP-FAA  will  clarify  the  Federal  interest  in  airports  and 
formulate  goals  consistent  with  these  interests  for  the  AIP  (to  be  completed  by 
November  30,  1994); 

b)  National  Airport  System  Definition~FAA  will,  with  OST,  define  the  National 
Airport  System  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  National  Transportation  System. 
This  definition  will  be  incorporated  in  the  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport 
Systems.  In  addition,  special  provisions  may  be  made  to  support  more  effectively  the 
NatioQal  Airport  System  (to  be  completed  by  March  31,  1995);  and 

c)  Enhanced  Priority  System-FAA  wQl  revise  the  Priority  System  to  reflect  Federal 
interests  and  AIP  goals  in  a  more  direct  manner  (to  be  completed  by  May  31,  1995); 

FAA  win  implement  new  policies  developed  as  a  result  of  these  initiatives  during  FY  1995, 
although  FY  1996  will  represent  the  first  full  year  in  which  the  new  policies  would  be  in 
place. 
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Table  1:    Schedule  of  AIP  Investment  Criteria  Actions 


ACTION 

COWLETIOM  DATE 

1. 

fT 

1«M  AIP  M.L0CAT1CM  OIlTttlA 

1. 

Prvdalnary  Planninf  tcrMn 

laaadlate 

2. 

rrferlttzitien  of  DItcratlorMry  Grants 

a.             lank  a^Ucatlera  uaina  Priority  ty«ta«/ 

Ettablfth  aoalt  for  tp«lat  Pr««raH 

iMadiate 

b.             Eitabllth  national  minlmm  aeort  ttiat  alt 

ragtofMl  projacta  auat  nvt  or  axcaad 

laaadlate 

*• 

■anaflt-Coat  Analyala  of  Olacrttlenary  Projacta 

laaadlate 

4, 

Enaura  Prograa  Car«<atancy/1aport  en  AIP  Invaataant 

Inodlsta-Firat  Annual 

Daciiiona 

Report   In  April    199S 

II. 

ft 

19W/95  AIP   IKVESTICKT  OUTEHIA   IKITIATIVtS 

'• 

laaua  Lattar  of  Intant  (LOI)  Policy 

June  30,   19W  (for 
application  In  fT  1995) 

2. 

Eatablith  Outraach  Prograa  on  AIP  InvvttBant  Critaria 

a.             X.EtC  Adviaory  Coaaiittaa  Uorking  Croi^ 

february  28,   199* 

b.             Tranaportation  (aaearch  loard  $>«poaliJi 

Jme  IS,  1994 

3. 

FAA  Internal  Review  of  Inveataent  Criteria 

a.             Revise  seals  for  AIP 

Novairtjcr  30,    1994 

b.             National  Airport  Systaai  definition 

Narch  31,   1995 

e.            Enhanced  Priority  Systea 

May  31,  1995 
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Table  2:   Priority  System 

CoMarcial 

Co— ircial 

CoaMrcial 

HancoMn. 

>«1M  anpl.; 

>«10K  anpl. 

<10K  anpl.; 

<20  taaad 

IMncoB. 

but  <1H 

None GOT. 

Aircraft 

»100  laaad 

anpl.; 

»2a  Utad 

Aircraft 

M50  Ua«d 

Aircraft  but 
<100 

Aircraft 
but  <50 

(W) 

(X) 

(T) 

C) 

KAMIHG  CATEOXIES 

-     Initial  Study  for  Exfitlng  Airport 

1 

2 

4 

-     Study  for  am  Airport 

1 

2 

4 

-     Coaplttc/Continu*  PtioMd  Projcctt 

1 

2 

3 

-     Periodic  Upditt 

2 

3 

4 

•     Suppleacntal  Crmt  for  Cooing  Study 

2 

2 

2 

OOCLOnCVT  CATEGORIES 

-     Spociat  Prograna  (e.g..  Safety) 

1 

1 

•     Kaconatruetion 

2 

7 

•     Standardi  (Includes  Moise  Mitigation) 

3 

9 

•     UMrada 

4 

10 

-     Capacity 

i 

12 

•     ■CH  Airport  CapMity 

s 

12 

-     acH  Airport  Coaufity 

6 

'' 

ACO-OH  FAaOtS  (Ho  Add-on  Factora  for  SPECIAL  PIOCXAMS): 


*1  «  Prlaary  landing  surface  and  attoclated  taxiway,  approaches 

*2  •  Aprons,  sacondary  landing  surface  and  associated  taxiMay,  approaches 

*3  *  Fkfidaaental  configuration  or  for  noise  coapatibility  in  DHL  75  dB 

^4  •  CFK  aaintcnancc  facilities,  electronic  navaids,  AUDS,  snow  reaovat  aquipaent/storsge  buildings 

*S  ■  Priasry  access  roads,  noise  coapatibillty  (ML  6S-74),  terainal  buildings 

*6  ■  Snow  afarasiva/ehaalcal  storage  buildings 

*7  ■  Other  (such  as  acrvice  roads,  aacondary  access  roads,  noise  conpat I bi I i ty  projects  outside  DNL  6S 
fencing,  etc.) 


BTE:   The  Priority  Systea  eonforaa  to  the  fotlOMing  hierarchy  of  general  goals: 


1)  St«part  airport  safety  and  sacurlty; 

2)  Carry  aut  statutory  policy  and  ragulatery  diraetien; 

3)  Enceuati  airport/plaming  agancica  to  plan  for  iaproveaants; 

4)  Praaarx  existing  Infraatructure; 

5)  Sring  alrporta  Into  compliance  with  FAA  design  criteria;  and 

6)  Add  nau  capacity. 


For  a«h  of  these  goals,  the  Priority  Systaa  assigns  precedence  to: 


1)  Airsida  ower  landslde  projects  so  as  to  i^rove  air  traffic  safety  and  capacity;  and 

2)  lusier  airports,  as  ■easurad  by  laval  of  service  (passengers  or  aircraft)  ao  as  to  provide  benefits  to 
the  greatest  ruibtr   of  users. 


826 

PASSENGER  FACILITY  CHARGES 

Mr.  Carr.  Many  airports  that  collect  passenger  facility  charges 
must  return  AIP  entitlement  funds  that  are  then  converted  to  dis- 
cretionary funds  for  noncommercial  and  small-hub  airports.  FAA 
estimates  that  in  fisczd  year  1995,  these  funds  will  include  about 
$78  million  for  non-hub  airports  and  $39  million  for  small-hub  air- 
ports. What  types  of  projects  does  FAA  plan  to  fund  at  these  air- 
ports? 

[The  information  follows:] 

All  eligible  AIP  work  may  be  considered  at  these  airports  using  the  returned  enti- 
tlement funds.  The  FAA  wUl  use  its  investment  criteria  to  select  the  highest  priority 
work  at  these  locations  for  the  use  of  these  funds.  We  expect  the  tjrpes  of  projects 
to  include  all  categories,  e.g.  safety,  reconstruction,  new  pavement,  land  acquisition, 
lighting,  etc. 

LOS  ANGELES — ^TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS 

Mr.  Carr,  It  was  recently  reported  in  the  trade  press  that  the 
City  of  Los  Angeles  has  asked  DOT  to  allow  them  to  transfer  $43 
million  plus  interest  from  the  airport  revenue  fund  to  the  city's 
general  fund  to  correct  what  they  view  as  a  previous  accounting 
error.  The  city  apparently  wants  to  use  these  funds  for  additional 
police  resources. 

Please  provide  some  detail  on  this  issue  and  enclose  a  copy  of  the 
city's  letter  to  DOT. 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  1985,  the  State  of  California,  on  behalf  of  CALTRANS  initiated  condemnation 
proceedings  agednst  the  City  of  Los  Angeles  for  a  strip  of  land  along  the  southern 
boundary  of  the  airport  adjacent  to  Imperial  Highway.  The  State  acquired  fee  sim- 
ple title  to  some  of  the  parcel  and  air  rights  over  the  remainder  of  the  parcel. 

The  $43  million  dollar  figure  has  two  components.  Approximately  $31.5  million 
was  awarded  in  payment  for  the  fee  simple  title  air  rights  and  for  severance  value. 
Approximately  $11.5  million  was  paid  by  tJie  state  for  interest  accrued  between 
1985  and  1990,  when  payment  was  actually  made.  The  city  also  wants  to  transfer 
interest  accrued  since  1990  while  the  funds  were  in  the  airport  capital  account.  As 
of  November  1993,  the  value  of  this  accrued  interest  was  approximately  $9  million. 

The  City  asserts  that  it  is  entitled  to  transfer  the  funds  because  the  property  was 
originally  acquired  by  the  City  with  City  funds  and  the  proceeds  of  general  obliga- 
tion bonds;  because  the  property  was  not  being  used  for  aeronautical  activities  at 
the  time  of  the  condemnation;  and  because  FAA  policy  defines  airport  revenue  to 
exclude  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  sponsor  property. 

The  FAA  has  verified  that  no  federal  funds  were  used  to  acquire  the  land.  How- 
ever, we  have  also  determined  that  over  a  period  of  more  than  20  years  ending  in 
1981,  airport  funds  were  transferred  each  year  to  reimburse  the  City's  general  funds 
for  the  City's  contributions  of  capital  and  operating  funds  over  the  years. 

A  copy  of  the  City's  letter  is  enclosed.  However,  due  to  the  poor  quality  of  Exhibit 
B,  the  1946  deed  and  related  material  from  the  City's  letter,  it  will  be  provided  to 
the  committee  as  a  separate  dociiment. 
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OFTlCE   OF   THE   MAYOR 


RICHARD  J    RIORDAN 


id*" iaes 


February  25,  1994 

The  Honorable  Federico  F.  Pena 
Secretary  of  Transportation 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
400  Seventh  Street,  S.W. 
Washington,  D.C.   20590 

Re:   Proper  Allocation  of  Funds  From  Century 
Freeway  Condemnation  by  California 
Department  of  Transportation 

Dear  Secretary  Pena: 

On  behalf  of  the  City  of  Los  Angeles,  we  are 

seeking  your  concurrence  that  a  proposed  reallocation  of 

approximately  $43  million  (plus  accrued  interest)  from  the 

Los  Angeles  Airport  Revenue  Fund  to  the  City  of  Los  Angeles 

General  Fund  would  be  consistent  with  the  Airport  and  Airway 

Improvement  Act  of  1982  ("AAIA")  and  the  grant  agreements 

("Grant  Agreements")  between  Los  Angeles  International 

Airport  ("LAX")  and  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

("FAA")  pursuant  to  the  AAIA.  These  are  the  funds  (plus 

accrued  interest)  which  were  allocated  incorrectly  to  the 

Airport  Revenue  Fund  following  a  condemnation  of  City-owned 

land  for  a  freeway.  Accordingly,  the  proposed  transfer 


AN  EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITY  -  AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION  EMPLOYER 


^ 
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The  Honorable  Federico  F.  Pena 
February  25,  1994 
Page  Two 


sir.ply  represents  the  correction  of  a  mistake  that  was  made 
in  allocating  funds  to  the  Airport  Revenue  Fund  which  should 
have  been  allocated  to  the  City's  general  funds.   Due  to  the 
City's  urgent  need  for  funds,  we  would  appreciate  your 
immediate  attention  to  this  matter. 

Because  of  declining  revenues,  the  City  of  Los 
Angeles,  like  many  major  metropolitan  areas,  has  experienced 
a  serious  underpolicing  problem.   The  recent  devastating 
earthquake  has  exacerbated  this  problem  and  the  City  is  now 
in  critical  need  of  all  available  financial  resources.   In 
the  course  of  an  audit  conducted  by  the  City's  new 
administration,  it  was  discovered  that  certain  funds 
("Freeway  Funds") ,  totalling  approximately  $43  million, 
which  were  paid  by  the  State  of  California  to  the  City  in 
1989  and  1990  in  compensation  for  City-owned  land  taken  by 
the  State  for  purposes  of  the  construction  of  the  Century 
Freeway  (subsequently  renamed  the  Glenn  M.  Anderson 
Freeway) ,  were  erroneously  allocated  to  the  Airport  Revenue 
Fund.  Accordingly,  the  City  now  wishes  to  reallocate  that 
amount,  and  interest  accrued  thereon  to  date,  from  the 
Airport  Revenue  Fund  to  the  City's  General  Fund.   The  City 
would  then  use  these  reallocated  funds  only  for  public 
safety  purposes. 
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The  Honorable  Federico  F.  Pena 
February  25,  1994 
Paae  Three 


The  City  is  facing  a  critical  shortfall  in  the 
budget  for  the  next  fiscal  year,  which  must  be  presented  to 
the  City  Council  by  April  20,  1994,  and  the  funds  from  the 
airport  are  available  to  be  reallocated  at  this  time.   To 
forestall  any  argument  that  the  proposed  transfer  of  the 
funds  constitutes  an  improper  diversion  of  airport  revenue 
under  the  AAIA  and  the  assurances  contained  in  the  Grant 
Agreements,  we  are  requesting  your  written  concurrence  that 
the  proposed  transfer  would  be  consistent  with  the  AAIA  and 
the  terms  of  the  Grant  Agreements.   If  your  concurrence  were 
issued  in  the  next  several  days,  it  could  cut  through  what 
could  otherwise  be  an  extensive  and,  under  the 
circumstances,  painful  delay. 

Our  special  counsel,  Morrison  &  Foerster,  have 
prepared,  and  I  enclose,  a  memorandum  summarizing  the  facts 
relating  to  the  Freeway  Funds  and  the  reasons  that  the 
proposed  transfer  should  be  deemed  to  be  consistent  with  the 
AAIA  and  the  terms  of  the  Grant  Agreements  thereunder. 
Attached  to  that  memorandum  are  certain  documents  relevant 
to  the  characterization  of  the  Freeway  Funds.   In  view  of 
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The  Honorable  Federico  F.  Pena 
February  25,  1994 
Page  Four 


the  exigent  circumstances  facing  the  City,  we  would 
appreciate  your  immediate  attention  to  this  matter. 

Sincerely, 


Enclosure 


Theodore  0.  Stein,  Jr. 

President 

Board  of  Airport  Commissioners 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:   Theodore  0.  Stein,  Jr.,  President 
Board  of  Airports  Commissioners 

FROM:   Morrison  &  Foerster 

Steven  S.  Rosenthal 
Zane  0.  Gresham 

DATE:   February  25,  1994 

RE:   Proper  Allocation  of  Funds  From  Century 

Freeway  Condemnation  by  California  Department 
of  Transportation 


You  have  requested  our  analysis  of  a  proposed 
transfer  of  funds  from  the  Airport  Revenue  Fund  to  the  City 
of  Los  Angeles  general  funds  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  a 
mistake  that  was  made  in  the  allocation  to  the  Airport 
Revenue  Fund  of  proceeds  from  City- owned  land  condemned  by 
the  State  of  California.   This  memorandum  summarizes  certain 
key  facts  regarding  (1)  the  City  of  Los  Angeles' 
acquisition,  ownership  and  disposition  of  real  property 
ultimately  taken  by  the  State  of  California  to  build  a 
freeway;  and  (2)  the  internal  allocation  by  the  City  of  the 
funds  paid  by  the  State  for  such  real  property.   This 
memorandum  further  analyzes  the  proper  treatment  of  such 
funds  under  relevant  grant  assurances  given  pursuemt  to 
grant  agreements  between  the  City  and  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  ("FAA")  under  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Improvement  Act  of  1982  ("AAIA") . 


832 


Morrison  &  Foerster 

I.   Faces 

Between  1937  and  1947,  the  City  of  Los  Angeles 
acquired  the  following  six  parcels  of  land: 


Parcel  No.  1: 


Two  deeds  recorded  in  Book  15350  on  Pages 
138  and  139  as  document  numbers  17209  and 
17210  conveyed  625.65  acres  at  a  cost  of 
$2,240,000  in  1937. 


Parcel  No.  2 


Deed  recorded  in  Book  187,  Page  71 
conveyed  sixty  (60)  acres  at  a  cost  of 
$137,500  and  was  dated  September  10, 
1946. 


Parcel  No.  3: 


Final  Order  of  Condemnation  recorded  in 
Book  200  Page  31  conveyed  4.2  acres  at  a 
cost  of  $58,429  and  was  dated  November 
25,  1947  (R/W  20566  Parcel  No.  12). 


Parcel  No.  4; 


Deed  recorded  in  Book  187,  Page  72 
conveyed  4.62  acres  at  a  cost  of  $17,824 
and  was  dated  August  6,  1946. 


Parcel  No.  5: 


Deed  recorded  in  Book  189,  Pages  32  and 
33  conveyed  4.62  acres  at  a  cost  of 
$17,824  and  was  dated  October  1,  1946. 


Parcel  No.  6: 


Deed  recorded  in  Book  184,  Page  106 
conveyed  approximately  25  acres  and   was 
dated  February  25,  1946. 


A  map  showing  the  numbered  parcels  acquired  by  the  City  is 
attached  as  Exhibit  A.  All  of  the  parcels  were  acquired  by 
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the  Los  Angeles  Department  of  Public  Works.   Fee  simple 
title  to  each  of  the  parcels  was  acquired  in  the  naune  of  the 
City  of  Los  Angeles.   Copies  of  the  deeds  for  each  of  the 
parcels  is  attached  as  Exhibit  B. 

Title  to  the  parcels  was  held  by  the  City 
continuously  until  1988,  when  a  portion  of  each  of  the 
parcels  ("Freeway  Property")  was  acquired  by  the  State  of 
California  by  condemnation  for  the  construction  of  the 
Century  Freeway.   A  copy  of  the  Interlocutory  Judgment  in 
Condemnation  entered  in  Superior  Court  of  the  State  of 
California  on  December  14,  1988  ("Judgment")  is  attached  as 
Exhibit  C.   During  the  time  that  the  City  owned  the  parcels, 
no  improvements  were  constructed  on  the  Freeway  Property, 
and  the  Freeway  Property  was  not  used  for  aeronautical 
purposes . 

In  December  1989,  $31,418,697.26,  representing  the 
principal  amount  due  to  the  City  in  payment  for  the  Freeway 
Property  pursuant  to  the  Judgment,  was  wired  by  the  State  of 
California  to  the  City's  general  account  at  Security  Pacific 
National  Bank.   In  November  1990,  $11,500,000.00, 
representing  interest  owed  pursuant  to  the  Judgment,  was 
wired  by  the  State  of  California  to  the  same  account.  Upon 
receipt  of  the  condemnation  proceeds  by  the  City,  the  funds 
were  ministerially  but  mistakenly  allocated  to  the  Airport 
Revenue  Fund . 

II.  Discussion 

The  basic  issue  is  whether  the  funds  received  by 
the  City  for  parcels  which  the  City  acquired  with  its  own 
money,  and  never  used  for  airfield  purposes,  constitute 
"airport  revenue."  If  the  Freeway  Funds  were  viewed  to 
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constitute  "revenue"  generated  by  LAX  for  purposes  of  the 
AAIA  and  the  Grant  Agreements,  the  Freeway  Funds  would  be 
requiredto  be  allocated  to  LAX.   Specifically, 
Section  511(a) (12)  of  the  AAIA  provides  that  before 
approving  an  airport  development  project  contained  in  a 
project  grant  application,  the  Secretary  of  Transportation 
shall  receive  assurance  that  all  revenues  generated  by  the 
airport,  if  it  is  a  public  airport,  "will  be  expended  for 
the  capital  or  operating  costs  of  the  airport,  the  local 
airport  system,  or  other  local  facilities  which  are  owned  or 
operated  by  the  owner  or  operator  of  the  airport  and 
directly  and  substantially  related  to  the  actual  air 
transportation  of  passengers  or  property.  .  ."   49  U.S.C.A. 
app.  §  2210(a)  (12)  (1993).   This  assurance  is  part  of  the 
terms  of  each  of  the  Grant  Agreements. 

Based  on  the  following  analysis,  we  conclude  that 
the  Freeway  Funds  are  not  "revenue"  generated  by  LAX. 
Although  the  AAIA  does  not  define  "revenue"  for  purposes  of 
Section  511(a)  (12),  Section  4,  1  630  of  FAA  Order  5100. 38A 
(Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP)  Handbook)  states. 

Airport  revenue  is  revenue  generated  by 
facilities  and  activities  on  or  off 
airport.   Examples  of  airport  revenue 
include  revenue  from  service  fees, 
landing  fees,  lease  or  rental  fees,  usage 
fees,  sales  of  commodities  such  as 
agricultural  or  forest  products,  proceeds 
from  mineral  sales,  or  other  net  revenue 
produced  from  real  property.  .  .  Airport 
revenue  does  not  include  proceeds  from 
the  sale  of  real  property  owned  bv  the 
sponsor.   (emphasis  added) 

The  Freeway  Property  is  not  now,  and  never  has  been,  owned 
by  LAX.   From  the  time  the  Freeway  Property  was  acquired 
until  it  was  condemned,  the  City  was  the  owner  of  record  of 
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the  Freeway  Property.   The  City  purchased  the  Freeway 
Property  with  municipal  funds;  no  federal  funds  were 
utilized  to  acquire  the  Freeway  Property.   Although  the 
Freeway  Property  has  been  included  in  the  airport  layout 
plans  submitted  by  LAX  to  the  FAA, ^  at  no  time  was  the 
Freeway  Property  used  for  aeronautical  purposes,  nor  were 
any  improvements  constructed  on  the  Freeway  Property. 

Accordingly,  the  City,  and  not  LAX,  owned  the 
Freeway  Property,  and  the  Freeway  Funds  are  properly  viewed 
as  the  return  on  a  capital  investment  by  the  City,  and  not 
revenues  generated  by  LAX.   Moreover,  even  if  LAX  were 
viewed  to  have  owned  the  Freeway  Property,  the  Freeway  Funds 
would  not  constitute  airport  revenue  under  the  definition 
set  forth  in  FAA  Order  5100. 38A.   Accordingly,  the  Freeway 
Funds  do  not  constitute  revenues  generated  by  LAX  for 
purposes  of  the  AAIA  or  the  terms  of  the  Grant  Agreements. 


Conclusion 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  we  believe  that  the 
reallocation  of  approximately  $43  million,  plus  interest,^ 
from  the  Airports  Revenue  Fund  to  the  City's  General  Fund 
should  not  violate  Section  511(a) (12)  of  the  AAIA,  the  terms 
of  the  Grant  Agreements  or  any  other  requirement  of  federal 
law. 


1  We  have  been  advised  that  the  Freeway  Property  is  no 
longer  shown  on  the  Airport's  internal  dociunents;  the 
property  is  being  removed  from  the  airport  layout  plan. 

2  The  exact  amount  to  be  transferred  will  depend  on  the 
amount  of  interest  accrued  through  the  date  of  transfer. 
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LOS  ANGELES — ^TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS 

Mr.  Carr.  When  does  the  Department  expect  to  rule  on  this  re- 
quest? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  intends  to  respond  as  promptly  as  possible.  However,  the  Los 
Angeles  proposal  has  been  questioned  by  tne  airlines  serving  the  airport.  In  addi- 
tion, because  the  property  was  transferred  by  condemnation,  rather  than  by  vol- 
untary sale,  the  transaction  raises  some  questions  of  first  impression.  We  are  giving 
the  matter  carefiil  review  to  assure  that  the  requirements  of  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Improvement  Act  are  satisfied  and  that  the  City  is  not  deprived  of  any  funds  to 
which  it  is  legally  entitled. 

AIP — DISCRETIONARY  FUNDS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  total  estimated  cost  of  each  of  the  AIP 

{)rojects  for  which  discretionary  funds  were  specifically  allocated  in 
ast  year's  appropriations  action? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Chicago  O'Hare — The  sponsor  has  requested  $18.4  million  in  AIP  funds  out  of  a 
total  estimated  project  cost  of  $61  million;  Philadelphia — new  runway — $215  mil- 
lion; San  Juan— taxiway— $7  million;  Clarksburg,  WV — runway  extension— $28  mil- 
lion; and  Center,  TX — ^runway  extension — $2.5  million. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  status  of  each  of  those  projects,  and  what 
is  the  future  schedule? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Chicago  O'Hare— bids  will  be  taken  for  the  project  in  May.  Construction  is 
planned  for  two  construction  seasons  (1994  and  1995).  The  sponsor  has  requested 
$18.4  million  in  AIP  funds.  The  balance  of  the  project  will  be  funded  with  PFC  reve- 
nue. 

Philadelphia — ^the  environmental  assessment  is  expected  to  be  completed  by  Fall 
1994.  If  approved,  land  acquisition  and  design  work  will  commence.  Initial  construc- 
tion could  begin  in  late  1995.  Prpjected  completion  is  1999. 

San  Juan — project  began  in  FY  1993  and  is  ready  for  final  funding  to  complete 
the  work  in  FY  1994. 

Clarksburg,  WV — design  is  underway  with  expected  completion  by  Summer  1994. 
At  liiat  time,  the  magnitude  of  work  to  be  accomplished  by  the  National  Guard  and 
the  local  matching  share  of  funds  must  be  determined  before  a  construction  sched- 
ule can  be  determined. 

Center,  TX — environmental  assessment  is  underway  with  expected  completion 
during  Summer  1994.  An  application  for  construction  would  be  submitted  at  that 
time. 

Mr.  Carr.  How  much  additional  funding  could  each  of  these 
projects  be  expected  to  obligate  during  fiscal  year  1995? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Chicago  O'Hare:  In  fiscal  year  1995,  the  sponsor  should  be  ready  to  obligate  the 
remainder  of  the  1994  request  of  $18.4  milUon  which  is  not  granted  in  FY  1994. 
At  this  time,  with  a  temporary  extension  of  the  AIP  proposed  and  uncertainty  re- 
garding follow-up  legislation,^  we  are  unable  to  determine  the  amount  of  FY  1994 
mnding. 

Philadelphia:  This  project  has  not  completed  its  environmental  assessment;  there- 
fore, funding  projections  have  not  been  made  in  order  to  avoid  prejudging  the  envi- 
ronmental finding.  The  assessment  is  expected  to  be  completed  Fall  1994. 

San  Juan:  The  project  is  expected  to  be  completed  after  FY  1994  AIP  funding; 
therefore,  no  funds  wUl  be  required  in  1995. 

Clarksburg:  This  project  is  not  expected  to  be  ready  to  begin  until  the  degree  of 

Participation  by  the  National  Guard  and  the  amount  of  the  local  matching  funds 
ave  been  finalized.  The  sponsor  has  not  yet  scheduled  a  meeting  with  the  National 
Guard. 

Center:  This  project  has  not  completed  its  environmental  assessment;  therefore, 
funding  projections  have  not  been  made  in  order  to  avoid  prejudging  the  environ- 
mental finding.  The  assessment  is  expected  to  be  completed  Summer  1994. 
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FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (F&E)  OUTLAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  bar  chart  shown  on  page  693  of  last 
year's  hearing  record  concerning  end  of  year  F&E  outlays. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (F&E)  OBUGATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  related  bar  chart  shown  on  page 
695  of  last  year's  hearing  record  concerning  end  of  year  F&E  obli- 
gations. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  FIRST  YEAR  OBLIGATION  RATES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  page  696  of  last  year's 
hearing  record  showing  trends  in  first  year  obligation  rates  by  pro- 
viding data  for  fiscal  years  1985  through  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

TRENDS  IN  FIRST  YEAR  OBLIGATION  RATES 

[Dollars  in  thousands] 


,  Obligation 


Appropriation.  ^p^'^-j' 

Fiscal  year: 

1995  (estimate) 2.269,100  70.0 

1994  (estimate) 2,120,104  70.0 

1993                    2,350,000  68.1 

1992                                2  2,394,000  60.0 

1991                       2,095,380  55.6 

1990  1,721,171  55.8 

1989      1,383,184  47.9 

1988                       1,102,831  44.9 

1987                                  796,498  60.2 

1986  884.111 397 

>  Appfophatlon  as  adjusted  by  transfers,  sequestrations,  and  restorals. 

2  Excludes  $15,000  for  stonn  supplemental  enacted  during  last  month  of  the  fiscal  year. 

FAA  LEVEL  I,  II,  III  MAJOR  SYSTEM  ACQUISITIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  listing  of  FAA  Level  I,  II,  and  III 
major  system  acquisitions,  as  shown  on  pages  700  through  703  of 
last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

An  updated  listing  of  FAA  Level  I,  II,  and  III  major  acqxiisitions  follows. 
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LEVEL  I  MAJOR 
ACQUISITIONS 


PROGRAM 

FY  95  CONGRESSIONAL 
REQUEST  IN  MILUONS 

MISSION  NEED  STATEMENT 
APPROVAL  AND  DATE 

Advanced  Automation  System 
(AAS) 

$509.9 

Approved  for  limited  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

Aeronautical  Data  Link  (AOL) 

15.0 

KDP  #1  - 10/23/91 

Airport  Surface  Traffic 
Automation  (ASTA) 

4.0 

KDP  #1  -  7/23/91 

Airport  Surveillante  Radar 
(ASR-9) 

20.5 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

Air  Route  Surveillance  Radar 

(ARSR-4) 

[Long  Range  Radar  (LRR)]** 

21.1 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

Aviation  Weather  Products 
Generator  (AWPG) 
[Aviation  Weather  Development 
Program] 

12.8 

KDP  #2 -5/4/93 

Central  Weather  Processor 
(MWP,  RWP) 

4.7 

Request  for  KDP  #3  approval  in 
coordination. 

Enhanced  Terminal  Voice 
Switch  Replacement  (ETVSR) 

2.0 

KDP  #1-10/22/92 

FAA  Corporate  Systems 
Architecture 

3.0 

KDP  #1-8/10/92 

FSAS  Operational  Supportability 
and  Impleraentation  Systems 
(OASIS) 

2.0 

KDP  #1  -  7/21/92 

Integrated  Terminal  Weather 

System  (ITWS) 

[Aviation  Weather  Development 

Program] 

10.7 

KDP  #2  -  5/4/93 

Microwave  Landing  System 
(MLS) 

23.3 

KDP  #3 -7/2/92 

Mode-S 

24.9 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

*FY  95  Congressional  Request 

"Brackets  identify  budget  line  that  major  acquisitions  reside  within  when  different  from  program  name. 
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LEVEL  I  MAJOR 
ACQUISITIONS 


PROGRAM 

FY  95  CONGRESSIONAL. 
REQUEST  IN  MILLIONS 

MISSION  NEED  STATEMENT 
APPROVAL  AND  DATE 

Remote  Maintenance  Monitoring 
System  (RMMS) 

10.0 

KDP  #1  -  3/14/94 

Wide  Area  Augmentation 
System  (WAAS)  for  GPS 

25.9 

KDP#1  -10/23/92 

Terminal  Area  Surveillance 
System  (TASS) 

5.2 
(R&D) 

KDP#1  -4/13/92 

Terminal  Doppler  Weather  Radar 
(TDWR) 

25.0 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

Terminal  Enhanced  Weather 
Surveillance  (ASR-ASR-9 
Modification  for  Low  Altitude 
Windshear  Detection]" 

1.0 

KDP  #1  -  7/23/91 

Tenninal  Radar  Digitizing, 
Replacement,  and  Establishment 
[ASR-9  -  Terminal  Surveillance 
Radar  Engineering]** 

2.0 

KDP  #1  -  7/30/91 

Traffic  Management  System 
Replacement 

10.8 

KDP  #1-12/7/93 

Voice  Switching  and  Control 
System  (VSCS) 

231.2 

KDP  #1  - 10/30/92 

*FY  95  Congressional  Request 

"Brackets  Identify  budget  line  that  major  acquisitions  reside  within  when  different  from  program  name. 
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LEVEL  II  MAJOR 
ACQUISITIONS 


PROGRAM 

FY  95  CONGRESSIONAL 
REQUEST  IN  MILLIONS 

MISSION  NEED  STATEMENT 
APPROVAL  AND  DATE 

Aircraft  Fleet  Modernization 

Program 

[Fliglit  Inspection  Aircraft]** 

60.0 

KDP  #4 -9/10/91 

Automated  Surface  Observing 
System  (ASOS) 

37.2 

Approved  under  original  NAS 
Plan. 

Computer  Resources  Nucleus 

(CORN) 

[Automated  Data  Processing 

Facilities  Manaaementi** 

20.6 

/Vpproved  under  original  NAS 
Plan. 

DOD  Base  Closures 

10.7 

KDP  #4 -4/22/93 

NAS  Implementation  Support 
Contract  (NISC) 

52.0 

10/25/92 

Oceanic  Automation  Program 

(OAP) 

Formally  called  "Oceanic  System 

Development  and  Support" 

16.4 

KDP  #4  - 1/21/94  (Developmental 
Components  of  OSDS) 
KDP  #4  - 10/6/92  Mature 
components  of  OSDS 

Radar  Microwave  Link  (RML) 
Replacement/Expansion 

8.0 

original  NAS  Plan. 

Systems  Engineering  and 
Tehnical  Assistance  Contract 
(SETA)  (Formerly  Systems 
Engineering  and  Integration 
Contract  (SEIC)) 

95.2 

3/6/92 

Technical  Assistance  Contracts 
(TAC)  for  Navigation,  Radar, 
Communications  and  Weattiei*** 

*** 

1/9^2  and  2/11/92 

Technical  Support  Services 
Contract  (TSSC) 

62.0 

Approved  under  original  NAS 
Plan. 

Terminal  ATC  Automation 
(TATCA) 

13.0 

KDP  #1-8/16/91 

•FY  95  Congressional  Request 

**6rackets  identify  budget  line  that  major  acquisitions  reside  within  when  different  from  program  name. 

***Each  TAC  Is  funded  by  multiple  budget  program  lines. 
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LEVEL  III  MAJOR 
ACQUISITIONS 


PROGRAM 

FY  95  CONGRESSIONAL. 
REQUEST  IN  MILLIONS 

MISSION  NEED  STATEMENT 
APPROVAL  AND  DATE 

Aircraft  Related  Equipment 

6.0 

KDP  #4  - 1/17/92 

Airport  Surface  Detection 
Equipment  (ASDE-3) 
[ASDE  Mosaic  and  Logistics 
SuDOOrtI** 

7.0 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

Alasltan  MAS  Interfacility 
Communications  System 
(ANICS) 

5.0 

KDP  #4  -  6/14/91 

ARTCC  Operational  Support 
Space 

17.6 

1/24/92 

Automated  Radar  Terminal 
System  (ARTS)  HIE  Upgrades 
to  Selected  Air  Facilities 

10.0 

KDP  #4  -  4/22/92 

Data  Multiplexing  Network 
(DMN)  Phase  III 

6.6 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

EnRoute  Software 
Development  and  Integration 
Support  (ERSDS) 

10.3 

KDP  #4 -6/12/92 

Instrument  Landing  System 
(ILS) 

18.6 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

National  Airspace  Data 
Information  Network  (NAOIN  II) 

3.8 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

Next  Generation  Weather 
Radar  (NEXRAD) 

62.0 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

Precision  Runway  Monitor 
(PRM) 

1.0 

KDP  #3  •  12/26/92 

Terminal  Software 
Development  (TSD) 

4.0 

KDP  #4  -  4/23/91 

Terminal  Voice  Switch 
Replacement  (TVSR) 

13.6 

KDP  #4 -11/15/91 

VOR/DMEH-ACAN  Network 
Plan 

.6 

Approved  for  production  under 
original  NAS  Plan. 

*FY  95  Congressional  Request 

"Brackets  identify  budget  line  that  major  acquisitions  reside  within  when  different  from  program  name. 
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AAS  PRIME  CONTRACT  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  detailed  breakdown  of  your  prime 
contract  funding  estimate  for  the  advanced  automation  system 
(AAS)  program  for  fiscal  years  1993  through  1995,  similar  in  for- 
mat to  that  shown  on  page  703  of  last  year's  hearing  record.  Un- 
derstanding that  the  program  is  currently  under  review,  for  fiscal 
year  1995  please  provide  the  breakdown  upon  which  the  fiscal  year 
1995  budget  request  was  based. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimates  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  are  subject  to  change  based  on  the  find- 
ings and  recommendations  from  the  AAS  Recovery  Team  appointed  by  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM  PRIME  CONTRACT  FUNDING  ESTIMATES 

[Dollars  in  millions] 


1993  program      1994  program       199S  request 


Contract  requirements  $221.60  $99.05 

Award  fee 4.10  11.00 

Options  .60  1.00 

New  requirements: 

TCCC  CHI .00  .00 

ISSS  block  updates 10.00  8.95 

ISSS  continuous  ops  0.80  41.00 

TAAS  stand-alone 8.50  32.00 


Prime  contract 

AERA 

Support  contracts 

Implementation  support 

Training  

ARTCC  modernization  

Total  473.50 


» $271.60 

20.00 

3.60 


13.30 
50.00 
10.00 
35.00 


Total 245.60            193.00 

'403.50 

■  Includes  $28.8  million  requested  In  Activity  2. 

ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM  BASIS  OF  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  REQUEST 

[Dollars  in  millions] 

Activity  1 

Activity  2 

$374.70 

$28.80 

27.00 

.00 

40.80 

.00 

29.00 

.00 

2.00 

.00 

.00 

7.60 

36.40 


PRECISION  RUNWAY  MONITOR  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  summary  of  the  status  of  the  preci- 
sion runway  monitor  program,  similar  to  that  shown  on  page  704 
of  last  year's  hearing  record,  and  explain  any  schedule  slippage 
compared  to  that  information. 

[Tlie  information  follows:] 

Our  ctirrent  plan  is  to  replace  the  prototype  Raleigh-Durham  system  with  a  pro- 
duction system  from  the  five  system  production  contract  The  prototype  system  will 
be  sufficiently  different  fi*om  the  production  systems  so  as  to  make  life  cyde  mainte- 
nance and  support  of  the  prototype  prohibitively  expensive.  The  PRM  production 
program  has  be^n  progressing  on  schedule.  Key  milestones  accomplished  include: 

Awarded  modification  to  incorporate  reflection  and  overload  processing  features. 

Conducted  study  and  awardea  modification  to  incorporate  heaters  into  antenna 
elements. 

Awarded  modification  to  incorporate  processing  for  triple  parallel  runways  (At- 
lanta). 

Completed  review  of  First  Article  Factory  Test  Procedures. 
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Awarded  Maintenance  Contract  for  Raleigh-Dvirham  system. 

The  proposed  PRM  sites  and  anticipated  commissioning  dates  are  as  follows: 

Location  Delivery  Commissioning 

1.  Minn/St.  Paul October  94  September  95. 

2.  Atlanta January  95  January  96. 

3.  RDU April  95  April  96. 

4.  JFK  August  95  August  96. 

5.  TBD  December  95 December  96. 

JFK  will  replace  one  of  the  systems  for  Memphis  and  BWI.  The  fifth  site  has  not 
been  determined.  Memphis  is  planning  to  construct  a  third  parallel  runway  which 
will  provide  the  capacity  benefit,  and  therefore  will  no  longer  qualify  for  PRM.  Con- 
struction of  the  proposed  parallel  runway  at  BWI  is  scheduled  for  completion  in 
2000  (beyond  contract  period  of  performance).  JFK  was  selected  based  on  a  most  fa- 
vorable Cost/Benefit  ratio. 

The  delays  at  Minn/St.  Paul  and  RDU  are  due  to  issues  stemming  fi-om  oper- 
ational test  and  evaluation  at  RDU. 

VOICE  SWITCHING  AND  CONTROL  SYSTEM  (VSCS) 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  VSCS  costs  as  shown  on 
page  705  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

VOICE  SWITCHING  AND  CONTROL  SYSTEM  CURRENT  CAPITAL  PROGRAM  ESTIMATE 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 

Fiscal  year  RE&O  F&E  Total 

1992  and  prior $125.8        $468.2        $594.0 

1993  246.0  246.0 

1994  207.5  207.5 

1995  231.2  231.2 

1996  162.6  162.6 

1997  71.2  71.2 

1998  18.4  18.4 

Beyond 1.9  1.9 

Total 125.8        1.407.0        1,532.8 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  bar  graph  on  VSCS  program  cost 
estimates  shown  on  page  706  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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VSCS  PRIME  CONTRACT  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  the  fiscal  year  1995 
budget  request  for  the  VSCS  prime  contract,  similar  in  format  to 
that  shown  on  page  707  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Voice  switching  and  control  system,  fiscal  year  1995— prime  contract  requirements, 

production 

[Dollars  in  millions] 

Description:  Amount 

Data $0.5 

Performance  award 30 

Program  management 29.5 

Site  survey  11 

Prototype  development  upgrade 16.1 

PPI  7.9 

Long  lead 9-4 

System  labor  8-5 

System  material  32.9 

ISSSVCE  25.4 

Transition  switch 4.3 

Installation 48.0 

Site  support 3.8 

Site  maintenance  4.2 

Level  II  maintenance  3.3 

AT  training  0.3 

AF  training  3.1 

FAAAC  hardware  '_ 0^ 

Total  requirements — Production 201.6 

Total  requirements — Prime  Contract 201.6 

ASR-9  SITE  IMPLEMENTATION 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  ASR-9  site  implementation  data 
shown  on  pages  708  through  711  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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ASR-9  SITE  IMPLEMENTATION  SCHEDULE 


Location 

Delivery 

Commissioning 

1)  HUNTS VILLE,  AL 

DEC-87 

MAY-89 

2)  FAA  TECH  CENTER,  NJ 

JAN-89 

N/A 

3)  TRAINING  ACADEMY,  OK 

JAN-89 

N/A 

4)  FAA  DEPOT,  OK 

FEB-89 

N/A 

5)  NEWBURGH-STEWART,  NY 

MAY-89 

APR  90 

6)  BROWNSVILLE,  TX 

MAY-89 

OCT-89 

7)  ORLANDO,  FL 

JUN-89 

FEB-90 

8)  SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UT 

JUL-89 

FEB-90 

9)  CHANTILLY,  VA 

JUL-89 

MAY-93 

10)  PASCO,  WA 

JUL-89 

JAN-90 

11)  MOSES  LAKE,  WA 

AUG-89 

FEB-90 

12)  LOS  ANGELES  NORTH,  CA 

AUG-89 

MAR-90 

13)  LOS  ANGELES  SOUTH,  CA 

AUG-89 

MAR-90 

14)  McCLELLAN  AFB,  CA 

SEP-89 

JUN-90 

15)  BEALEAFB,  CA 

OCT-89 

JUN-90 

16)  WICHITA,  KS 

OCT-89 

JUN-90 

17)  BALTIMORE,  MD 

OCT-89 

AUG-90 

18)  TULSA,  OK 

OCT-89 

OCT-90 

19)  PROVIDENCE,  RI 

NOV-89 

DEC-90 

20)  RALEIGH,  NC 

NOV-89 

DEC-90 

21)  CHARLESTON,  SC 

NOV-89 

JUL-94 

22)  WSMR,  NM 

NOV-89 

N/A 

23)  WSMR,  NM 

NOV-89 

N/A 

24)  WSMR,  NM 

NOV-89 

N/A 

25)  ROCHESTER,  NY 

DEC-89 

JUN-94 

26)  TOLEDO,  OH 

JAN-90 

FEB-9I 

27)  SYRACUSE,  NY 

JAN-90 

FEB-93 

28)  FT  RUCKER,  AL 

JAN-90 

JUL-93 

29)  CHARLOTTE,  NC 

JAN-90 

MAY-91 

30)  BIRMINGHAM,  AL 

FEB-90 

DEC-93 

31)  OFFUTTAFB,  NE 

MAR-90 

SEP-90 

32)  DALLAS-ADDISON,  TX 

MAR-90 

NOV-93 

33)  MADISON,  WI 

MAR-90 

DEC-90 

34)  NELLIS  AFB,  NV 

MAR-90 

AUG-90 

35)  CHICAGO-TINLEY,  IL 

APR-90 

APR-93 

36)  CHICAGO-OHARE,  IL 

APR-90 

JUN-92 

37)  ATLANTA,  GA 

MAY-90 

OCT-94 

38)  PITTSBURGH,  PA 

MAY-90 

APR-94 

39)  OAKLAND,  CA 

MAY-90 

MAR-92 

40)  SAN  JOSE-MOFFETT  NAS,  CA 

JUN-90 

APR-9I 

851 


1 

vocation 

Delivery 

Commissioning 

41) 

NORFOLK,  VA 

JUN-90 

DEC-94 

42) 

BOSTON,  MA 

JUN-90 

JUN-91 

43) 

RICHMOND,  VA 

JUL-90 

DEC-93 

44) 

FT.  LAUDERDALE,  FL 

JUL-90 

MAR-93 

45) 

PfflLADELPHIA,  PA 

JUL-90 

OCT-94 

46) 

KANSAS  CITY,  MO 

AUG-90 

APR-91 

47) 

FAA  FACILITY 

AUG-90 

N/A 

48) 

MIAMI,  FL 

AUG-90 

JUN-93 

49) 

INDIANAPOLIS,  IN 

AUG-90 

MAR-93 

50) 

DENVER,  CO 

SEP-90 

MAY-91 

51) 

MINNEAPOLIS,  MN 

SEP-90 

DEC-94 

52) 

SAN  ANTONIO,  TX 

OCT-90 

SEP-91 

53) 

NANTUCKET,  MA 

OCT-90 

JUN-91 

54) 

AUSTIN,  TX 

OCT-90 

JUN-91 

55) 

HARRISBURG,  PA 

NOV-90 

FEB-93 

56) 

HOUSTON-HOBBY,  TX 

NOV-90 

NOV-92 

57) 

ATLANTIC  CITY,  NJ 

NOV-90 

SEP-93 

58] 

CLEVELAND,  OH 

NOV-90 

MAY-91 

59] 

HOUSTON-IAH,  TX 

DEC-90 

NOV-91 

60] 

ST.  LOUIS,  MO 

DEC-90 

JUL-91 

61] 

ANDREWS  AFB,  MD 

DEC-90 

JUN-93 

62] 

COLUMBUS,  OH 

JAN-91 

OCT-94 

63] 

MEMPHIS,  TN 

JAN-91 

SEP-92 

64] 

PORTLAND,  OR 

FEB-91 

FEB-93 

65] 

1  NEW  ORLEANS,  LA 

FEB-91 

OCT-93 

66] 

1  ONTARIO-MARCH  AFB,  CA 

FEB-91 

DEC-92 

67] 

)  BUFFALO,  NY 

MAR-91 

JUL-92 

68^ 

1  MILWAUKEE,  WI 

MAR-91 

DEC-93 

69] 

1  PHOENIX,  AZ 

APR-91 

SEP-92 

70 

)  TROUT  CREEK-HTI L  AFB,  UT 

APR-91 

N/A 

71 

)  DETROIT,  MI 

APR-91 

AUG-92 

72 

)  LONG  BEACH,  CA 

MAY-91 

JUN-93 

73 

)  BOVINE  HnL  AFB,  UT 

MAY-91 

N/A 

74 

)  DALLAS-COLLEYVILLE,  TX 

JUN-91 

DEC-95 

75 

)  CEDAR  MTN-HII L  AFB,  UT 

JUN-91 

N/A 

76 

)  TUSCON-DAVIS  MONTHAN  AFB,  AZ 

JUL-91 

APR-93 

77 

)  BURBANK,CA 

AUG-91 

MAY-93 

78 

)  OKLAHOMA  CITY,  OK 

AUG-91 

OCT-92 

79 

)  ALBUQUERQUE,  NM 

AUG-91 

APR-93 

80 

)  DAYTON,  OH 

SEP-91 

MAR-94 

81 

)  GREENSBORO,  NC 

OCT-91 

JUN-94 

82 

)  KNOXVILLE.TN 

OCT-91 

SEP-94 

83 

)  LAS  VEGAS,  NV 

DEC-91 

JUL-94 

84 

)  WINDSOR  LOCKS,  CT 

FEB-92 

JUL-92 
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Location 


Delivery 

Commissioning 

FEB-92 

DEC-93 

MAR-92 

OCT-93 

MAR-92 

AUG-92 

APR-92 

MAY-94 

MAY-92 

SEP-93 

MAY-92 

JUN-94 

JUN-92 

JUL-94 

SEP-92 

JUN-94 

OCT-92 

NOV-93 

NOV-92 

APR-94 

NOV-92 

FEB-94 

DEC-92 

MAY-94 

DEC-92 

JAN-94 

JAN-93 

SEP-93 

FEB-93 

NOV-94 

MAR-93 

MAY-94 

APR-93 

AUG-94 

MAY-93 

OCT-94 

MAY-93 

MAY-94 

MAY-93 

NOV-93 

JUN-93 

MAY-94 

JUL-93 

APR-94 

JUL-93 

MAR-94 

AUG-93 

SEP-94 

SEP-93 

FEB-95 

SEP-93 

MAR-94 

OCT-93 

FEB-95 

OCT-93 

FEB-95 

JAN-94 

AUG-94 

FEB-94 

JUL-94 

MAY-94 

DEC-94 

MAY-94 

NOV-94 

JUL-94 

APR-95 

AUG-94 

APR-95 

SEP-94 

AUG-95 

OCT-94 

MAR-95 

NOV-94 

DEC-95 

DEC-94 

SEP-95 

DEC-94 

JUN-95 

JAN-95 

NOV-95 

APR-95 

FEB-96 

MAY-95 

JAN-96 

JUN-95 

JAN-96 

JUL-95 

MAR-96 

85)  SAN  DIEGO,  CA 

86)  SEATTLE,  WA 

87)  LUBBOCK,  TX 

88)  DENVER-IRONDALE,  CO 

89)  CEDAR  RAPIDS,  lA 

90)  HONOLULU,  HI 

91)  MEDFORD,  OR 

92)  MISSOULA,  MT 

93)  DALLAS/FORT  WORTH-EAST,  TX 

94)  COVINGTON,  KY-CINCINNATI 

95)  NASHVILLE,  TN 

96)  DENVER-PLATTEVILLE,  CO 

97)  SANANGELO,  TX 

98)  EL  PASO-BIGGS,  TX 

99)  SARASOTA-BRADENTON,  FL 

100)  MONTGOMERY-MAXWELL  AFB,  AL 

101)  GRAND  RAPIDS,  MI 

102)  JACKSONVILLE,  FL 

103)  NEW  YORK-JFK,  NY 

104)  DES  MOINES,  lA 

105)  CAMP  PENDLETON, 

106)  FORT  WAYNE,  IN 

107)  SHREVEPORT-BARKSDALE,  LA 

108)  FT  CAMPBELL,  KY 

109)  LOUISVILLE,  KY 

110)  PASCO,  WA 

111)  DAYTON  A  BEACH,  FL 

112)  YAKIMA,  WA 

113)  TAMPA,  FL 

114)  SCOTT  AFB,  IL 

115)  FAYETTEVILLE,  AR 

116)  DETROIT  #2-P0NTI AC 

117)  GAINESVILLE,  FL 

118)  BOSTON  (2),  MA 

119)  FAYETTEVILLE,  NC 

120)  GRAND  JUNCTION,  CO 

121)  FT.  HOOD,  TX 

122)  ALBANY,  NY 

123)  PORTLAND,  ME 

124)  CHARLOTTESVILLE,  VA 

125)  NEWARK,  NJ 

126)  DALLAS-FORT  WORTH  (4),  TX 
127)ROSWELL,NM 
128)ATLANTA(2),  GA 
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Location 

129)  MARTINSBURG,  WV 

130)  LYNCHBURG.  VA 

131)  COLUMBIA,  MO 

132)  ISLEP.NY 

133)  WHITE  PLAINS.  NY 

134)  WASHINGTON-NATIONAL,  VA 


Delivery 

Commissionina 

SEP-95 

AUG-96 

DEC-95 

DEC-96 

JAN-96 

MAY-96 

FEB-96 

NOV-96 

AUG-96 

MAY-97 

/A               ttB-97 

SEP-97 
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ARSR-4  LONG  RANGE  RADAR 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  ARSR-4  long  range  radar  site  im- 
plementation data  shown  on  page  712  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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The  table  below  updates  the  long  range  radar  site  implementation  data  shown  on  page  7 1 2  of 
last  year's  hearing  record.  The  table  reflects  (1)  the  changes  in  delivery  sequence  to  accommodate 
revised  site  priorities,  (2)  the  changes  in  operational  dates  to  incorporate  schedule  delays,  and  (3) 
the  addition  of  one  new  location. 

ARSR-4  LONG  RANGE  RADAR  SITE  IMPLEMENTATION 


LOCATION 

OPERATIONAL 

FISCAL  YEAR 

DATE 

FUNDED 

FAA  Aeronautical  Center 

July  1994 

1988 

Mount  Laguna,  CA 

September  1994 

1989 

Richmond,  FL 

January  1995 

1989 

Makah,  WA 

Febaiary  1995 

1989 

Paso  Robles,  CA 

March  1995 

1989 

Rainbow  Ridge,  CA 

March  1995 

1989 

Oiiton,  TX 

April  1995 

1989 

Jedburg,  SC 

April  1995 

1989 

Mt.  Santa  Rosa,  Guam 

May  1995 

1990 

Lake  Charles,  LA 

June  1995 

1990 

Salem,  OR 

July  1995 

1990 

Gibbsboro,  NJ 

July  1995 

1990 

Mt.  Kaala,  HI 

August  1995 

1990 

Rocksprings,  TX 

August  1995 

1990 

Cross  City,  FL 

September  1995 

1990 

Slidell,  LA 

September  1995 

1990 

Oceana,  VA 

October  1995 

1990 

Fort  Fisher,  NC 

October  1995 

1991 

North  Truro,  MA 

November  1995 

1991 

Morales,  TX 

November  1995 

1991 

Ft.  Lonesome,  FL 

November  1995 

1991 

Tyndall,  FL 

December  1995 

1991 

Nashwauk,  MN 

December  1995 

1991 

Lakeside,  MT 

January  1996 

1991 

Bucks  Harbor,  ME 

January  1996 

1991 

Murphy  Dome,  AK 

Completed  (FPS- 117) 

1991 

Watford  City,  ND 

February  1996 

1992 

Whitehouse,  FL 

Febniary  1996 

1992 

Riverhead,  NY 

March  1996 

1992 

King  Mountain,  TX 

March  1996 

1992 

Empire,  MI 

April  1996 

1992 

856 

LOCATION 


OPERATIONAL 

FISCAL  YEAR 

DATE 

FUNDED 

April  1996 

1993 

May  1996 

1992 

May  1996 

1992 

June  1996 

1992 

June  1996 

1993 

July  1996 

1993 

July  1996 

1993 

August  1996 

1993 

August  1996 

1993 

September  1996 

1993 

Caribou  (Loring),  ME 
Finley,  ND 
Eagle  Peak,  TX 
Mica  Peak,  WA 
Mill  Valley,  CA 
Malmstrom,  MX 
Patrick,  FL 
Deming,  NM 
Ajo,  AZ 
Utica,  NY 
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NEXT  GENERATION  WEATHER  RADAR  (NEXRAD) 

Mr.  Care.  Please  update  the  next  generation  weather  radar 
(NEXRAD)  site  and  delivery  data  shown  on  pages  713  through  715 
of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Numbe 

Site  Location 

Date 

1    Operational  Support  Facility 

Norman  OK 

12/88 

2    NWS  Maintenance  Training  Center 

Kansas  City  MO 

5/90 

3 

OlclahomaCity  OK 

5/90 

4 

Melbourne  FL 

3/91 

5 

Washington  DC 

7/91 

6 

St  Louis  MO 

11/91 

7 

Dodge  City  KS 

12/91 

8 

Houston  TX 

1/92 

9 

Wichita  KS 

8/92 

10 

Goodland  KS 

9/92 

11 

Kansas  City  MO 

10/92 

12 

Amariilo  TX 

11/92 

13 

Little  Rock    AR 

12/92 

14 

Phoenix    AZ 

1/93 

15 

Jackson  MS 

1/93 

16 

Miami    FL 

2/93 

17 

Tulsa    OK 

2/93 

18 

Denver  CO 

3/93 

19 

Topeka    KS 

3/93 

20 

Detroit   MI 

4/93 

21 

Chicago    IL 

4/93 

22 

Grand  Island    NE 

4/93 

23 

Pittsburgh    PA 

5/93 

24 

Cleveland    OH 

6/93 

25 

Indianapolis    IN 

6/93 

26 

Harrisburg    PA 

6/93 

27 

Binghamton    NY 

7/93 

28 

Philadelphia  PA 

7/93 

29 

New  York    NY 

7/93 

30 

Louisville    KY 

7/93 

31 

Fairbanks  (Interim)  AK 

7/93 

32 

Milwaukee  WI 

8/93 

33 

Memphis  TN 

8/93 

34 

Albany    NY 

9/93 

35 

Boston    MA 

9/93 

36 

Anchorage  (Interim)  AK 

9/93 

37 

Boise  ID 

9/93 

38 

Sioux  Falls  SD 

10/93 

39 

Des  Moines    lA 

10/93 

40 

Beaufort    NC 

10/93 

41 

Molokai  (Interim)    HI 

10/93 

859 


Number 

Site  Location 

Date 

42 

Portland    ME 

10/93 

43 

Dallas-Fort  Worth  TX 

11/93 

44 

Columbia  SC 

11/93 

45 

Los  Angeles  CA 

12/93 

46 

Sacramento  CA 

12/93 

47 

Lubbock  TX 

12/93 

48 

Seattle  WA 

1/94 

49 

Tampa    FL 

1/94 

50 

Raleigh  NC 

1/94 

51 

San  Francisco  CA 

2/94 

52 

New  Orleans    LA 

2/94 

53 

Lake  Charles  LA 

3/94 

54 

Birmingham  AL 

3/94 

55 

San  Antonio    TX 

3/94 

56 

Cheyenne    WY 

4/94 

57 

Omaha    NE 

4/94 

58 

Atlanta  GA 

4/94 

59 

Albuquerque    NM 

5/94 

60 

Cincinnati    OH 

5/94 

61 

Norfolk    VA 

5/94 

62 

Mobile  AL 

6/94 

63 

Charleston    WV 

6/94 

64 

South  Kauai    HI 

6/94 

65 

Knoxville    TN 

6/94 

66 

Minneapolis  MN 

7/94 

67 

Great  Falls  MT 

7/94 

68 

Reno  NV 

7/94 

69 

Missoula  MT 

7/94 

70 

Sah  Lake  City    UT 

8/94 

71 

Green  Bay  WI 

8/94 

72 

Wilmington  NC 

8/94 

73 

Nashville  TN 

8/94 

74 

Bismarck  ND 

9/94 

75 

Charleston  SC 

9/94 

76 

Roanoke  VA 

9/94 

77 

Aberdeen  SD 

9/94 

78 

Pueblo  CO 

10/94 

79 

Portland    OR 

10/94 

80 

Eureka  CA 

10/94 

81 

Moline  IL 

10/94 

82 

Springfield  MO 

11/94 

83 

Paducah  KY 

11/94 

84 

Tallahassee  FL 

11/94 

85 

Jacksonville  FL 

12/94 
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Number 

Site  Location 

Date 

86 

Las  Vegas  NV 

12/94 

87 

San  Juan  PR 

12/94 

88 

Brownsville  TX 

1/95 

89 

Fresno  CA 

1/95 

90 

Kamuela    HI 

1/95 

91 

Greer  SC 

1/95 

Molokai  (Rpl  interim  sys)HI 

2/95 

92 

Midland  TX 

2/95 

93 

Tucson  AZ 

2/95 

94 

Yuma  AZ 

3/95 

95 

Springfield  IL 

3/95 

96 

Shreveport  LA 

3/95 

97 

Pendleton  OR 

4/95 

98 

North  Platte  NE 

4/95 

99 

Pocatello  ID 

4/95 

100 

Grand  Rapids  MI 

5/95 

101 

Marquette  MI 

5/95 

102 

Duiuth  MN 

5/95 

Anchorage  (Rpl  interim  sys)AK 

5/95 

103 

Caribou  ME 

6/95 

104 

Riverton  WY 

6/95 

Fairbanks  (Rpl  interim  sys)  AK 

6/95 

105 

Buffalo  NY 

6/95 

106 

Lacrosse  WI 

7/95 

107 

Flagstaff  AZ 

7/95 

108 

King  Salmon  AK 

7/95 

109 

Medford  OR 

7/95 

110 

Elko  NV 

8/95 

111 

Cedar  City     UT 

8/95 

112 

Grand  Junction  CO 

8/95 

113 

Spokane    WA 

8/95 

114 

Rapid  City  SD 

8/95 

115 

Billings  MT 

9/95 

116 

Alpena    MI 

9/95 

117 

Fargo  ND 

9/95 

118 

Glasgow  MT 

10/95 

119 

Buriington  VT 

10/95 

120 

Corpus  Christi  TX 

11/95 

121 

El  Paso  TX 

11/95 

122 

SanAngelo  TX 

2/95 

123 

San  Diego  CA 

12/95 

125 

Bethel  AK 

TBD 

126 

Middleton  Island  AK 

TBD 

127 

Nome  AK 

TBD 

861 


Date 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 
TBD 


Two  FY  1993  Congressionally  mandated  sites  were  added:   Greer,  S.C  and  Caribou,  ME  (both 
are  National  Weather  Service  NEXRADs). 


Number 

Site  Location 

128 

Sitka    AK 

129 

South  Hawaii   HI 

130 

Georgetown  BH 

131 

Grand  Turk  BH 

862 

MODE  S  GROUND  LOCATION  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  Mode  S  ground  location  schedule  as 
shown  on  pages  717  through  720  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 
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MODE  S  GROUND  LOCATION  SCHEDULE 

Sequence 
Number 

1 

Site  Name 

FAATC 

State 

NJ 

Delivery  Date 

07/15/91 

2 

LOGISTICS  CENTER 

OK 

09/10/92 

3 

ORLANDO 

FL 

04/15/92 

4 

FAATC 

NJ 

03/30/92 

5 

AERONAUTICAL  CENTER 

OK 

07/30/92 

6 

DENVER 

CO 

10/29/92 

7 

BALTIMORE 

MD 

11/19/92 

8 

AUSTIN 

TX 

01/04/93 

9 

DENVER  2  (PLATTEVILLE) 

CO 

01/11/93 

10 

KANSAS  CITY 

MO 

01/18/93 

11 

CHARLOTTE 

NC 

01/25/93 

12 

CLEVELAND 

OH 

02/01/93 

13 

LONG  BEACH 

CA 

02/08/93 

14 

SAN  ANTONIO 

TX 

02/15/93 

15 

SEATTLE 

WA 

02/22/93 

16 

SAINT  LOUIS 

MO 

03/01/93 

17 

HARRISBURG 

PA 

03/15/93 

18 

SAN  DIEGO/MIR 

CA 

03/22/93 

19 

WINDSOR  LOCKS 

CT 

03/29/93 

20 

PORTLAND 

OR 

04/05/93 

21 

WICHITA 

KS 

04/12/93 

22 

MEMPHIS 

TN 

04/19/93 

23 

BUFFALO 

NY 

05/05/93 
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Sequence 
Number 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

jj 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 


Site  Name 

State 

Delivery  Date 

MARYSVILLE/BEALE 

CA 

05/1 1/93 

SALT  LAKE  CITY-9 

UT 

05/17/93 

NEW  ORLEANS 

LA 

06/07/93 

NASHVILLE 

TN 

06/14/93 

SYRACUSE 

NY 

06/21/93 

OAKLAND 

CA 

06/28/93 

DALLAS-FORT  WORTH 

TX 

07/05/93 

OMAHA 

NE 

07/12/93 

CHICAGO  (TINLEY  PARK) 

IL 

07/19/93 

COVINGTON/CINCINNATI 

KY 

08/03/93 

ANDREWS  AFB 

MD 

08/02/93 

MOFFETT/SAN  JOSE 

CA 

08/09/93 

OKLAHOMA  CITY 

OK 

08/16/93 

PROVIDENCE  (COVEN  IRY) 

RI 

08/23/93 

MINNEAPOLIS 

MN 

08/30/93 

MIAMI 

FL 

09/06/93 

PHILADELPHIA 

PA 

09/13/93 

EL  TORO/CAMP  PENDLETON 

CA 

09/27/93 

ALBUQUERQUE 

NM 

10/04/93 

SACRAMENTO/MCLLND 

CA 

10/11/93 

INDIANAPOLIS 

IN 

10/18/93 

CHARLESTON 

SC 

10/25/93 

CEDAR  RAPIDS 

lA 

11/01/93 

PITTSBURGH 

PA 

11/15/93 

BANGOR 

ME 

1 1/29/93 
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Sequence 

Site  Name 

State 

Delivery  Date 

Number 

49 

DAYTON 

OH 

1 1/29/93 

50 

TULSA 

OK 

12/06/93 

51 

NORFOLK 

VA 

12/13/93 

52 

BURBANK 

CA 

12/20/93 

53 

♦DAYTONA  BEACH 

FL 

01/07/94 

54 

BOSTON 

MA 

01/10/94 

55 

LAS  VEGAS 

NV 

01/17/94 

56 

BIRMINGHAM 

AL 

01/24/94 

57 

FAATC 

NJ 

01/31/94 

58 

WASHINGTON  DULLES 

VA 

02/07/94 

59 

DES  MOINES 

lA 

02/14/94 

60 

LIllLEROCK 

AR 

02/21/94 

61 

GRAND  RAPIDS 

MI 

02/28/94 

62 

LOUISVILLE 

KY 

03/07/94 

63 

JFK  NEW  YORK 

NY 

03/14/94 

64 

EL  PASO/BIGGS 

TX 

03/21/94 

65 

ATLANTA 

GA 

03/28/94 

66 

* SCOTT  AFB 

IL 

04/04/94 

67 

ROANOKE 

VA 

04/18/94 

68 

LOS  ANGELES- 1 

CA 

04/25/94 

69 

FRESNO 

CA 

05/02/94 

70 

MILWAUKEE 

WI 

05/09/94 

71 

FORT  LAUDERDALE 

FL 

05/16/94 

72 

LOS  ANGELES-2 

CA 

05/23/94 

73 

HOUSTON/HOBBY 

TX 

05/30/94 
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Sequence 
Number 

Site  Name 

State 

Delivery  Date 

74 

PARKER 

CO 

06/06/94 

75 

*PONTIAC 

MI 

06/13/94 

76 

JACKSONVILLE 

FL 

06/20/94 

11 

♦STOCKTON 

CA 

06/27/94 

78 

HOUSTON 

TX 

07/04/94 

79 

COLUMBUS 

OH 

07/1 1/94 

80 

ANGEL  PEAK 

NV 

07/18/94 

81 

RALEIGH/DURHAM 

NC 

07/25/94 

82 

SALT  LAKE  CITY/FRANK  PK-1 

UT 

08/01/94 

83 

BOSSIER  CITY/SHREVPT 

LA 

08/08/94 

84 

BATTLE  MOUNTAIN 

NV 

08/15/94 

85 

SPOKANE 

WA 

08/22/94 

86 

TAMPA 

FL 

08/29/94 

87 

CORPUS  CHRISTI 

TX 

09/05/94 

88 

TRINIDAD 

CO 

09/12/94 

89 

EVANSVILLE 

IN 

09/19/94 

90 

FALLON 

NV 

09/26/94 

91 

SARASOTA/BRADENTON 

FL 

10/03/94 

92 

ROCK  SPRINGS 

WY 

10/10/94 

93 

MIDLAND 

TX 

10/17/94 

94 

ROCHESTER 

NY 

10/24/94 

95 

MARIETTA/DOBBINS 

GA 

10/31/94 

96 

BILLINGS 

MT 

1 1/07/94 

97 

TONOPAH 

NV 

11/14/94 

98 

*AZLE 

TX 

11/21/94 
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Sequence 

Site  Name 

State 

Delivery  Date 

Number 

99 

GREEN  BAY 

WI 

11/28/94 

100 

GRAND  JUNCTION 

CO 

12/05/94 

101 

PENSACOLA 

FL 

12/12/94 

102 

ABILENE 

TX 

12/19/94 

103 

TUCSON/DAVIS  MON 

AZ 

01/02/95 

104 

TALLAHASSEE 

FL 

01/09/95 

105 

FARGO 

ND 

01/16/95 

106 

GREAT  FALLS 

MT 

01/23/95 

107 

LAKE  CHARLES 

LA 

01/30/95 

108 

WARNER  ROBBINS/MACON 

GA 

02/06/95 

109 

GARDEN  CITY 

KS 

02/13/95 

110 

PHOENIX 

AZ 

02/20/95 

111 

D/FT  WORTH  (4TH) 

TX 

02/27/95 

112 

DETROIT 

MI 

03/06/95 

113 

ROCKVILLE 

NE 

03/13/95 

114 

SANTA  BARBARA 

CA 

03/20/95 

115 

BISMARCK 

ND 

03/27/95 

116 

CEDAR  CITY 

UT 

04/03/95 

117 

NORTH  PLATTE 

NE 

04/10/95 

118 

AMARILLO 

TX 

04/17/95 

119 

CHICAGO 

IL 

04/24/95 

120 

KLAMATH  FALLS/KENO 

OR 

05/01/95 

121 

*SACHSE 

TX 

05/08/95 

122 

BRI STOL/JOHNSON/KINGSPORT 

TN 

05/15/95 

123 

NEWARK 

NJ 

05/22/95 
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Sequence 

Site  Name 

Number 

124 

ASHTON 

125 

o^^^ARIO 

126 

DULUTH 

127 

FORT  SMITH 

128 

WILMINGTON 

129 

SAINT  ALBANS 

130 

RED  BLUFF 

131 

LUSK 

132 

SPRINGFIELD 

133 

GETTYSBURG 

134 

MESA  RICA 

135 

LOVELL 

136 

ALBANY 

137 

GALLUP 

138 

TYLER 

139 

CASCADE 

140 

JACKSON 

1'41 

♦HONOLULU 

142 

♦CHESTER 

143 

♦STEWART  APT 

144 

♦ATLANTA 

145 

MARTINSBURG 

State 

Delivery  Date 

ID 

05/29/95 

CA 

06/05/95 

MN 

06/12/95 

AR 

06/19/95 

NO 

06/26/95 

VT 

07/03/95 

CA 

07/10/95 

WY 

07/17/95 

MO 

07/24/95 

SD 

07/31/95 

NM 

08/07/95 

WY 

08/14/95 

NY 

08/21/95 

NM 

08/28/95 

MN 

09/04/95 

ID 

09/1 1/95 

MS 

09/18/95 

HI 

09/25/95 

NH 

10/02/95 

NY 

10/09/95 

GA 

10/16/95 

WV 

10/23/95 
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Sequence 

Site  Name 

Number 

146 

♦COLUMBIA 

147 

ISLIP 

148 

WHITE  PLAINS 

149 

WASHINGTON 

State 

Delivery  Date 

MO 

10/30/95 

NY 

1 1/06/95 

NY 

11/13/95 

DC 

11/20/95 

*  Eleven  additional  sensors  were  purchased  to  support  the  Interim  Support  Plan  (ISP) 
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ASDE-3  LOCATION  DATA 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  ASDE-3  location  data  shown  on 
page  721  of  last  year's  hearing  record.  Please  add  a  column  show- 
ing the  appropriation  year  in  which  funds  were  provided  for  each 
site. 

[The  information  follows:] 


I 
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Location 


Pittsburgh,  Pa 

FAA  Academy ' 

FAA  Technical  Center  ■ 

Dallas/Ft.  Worth 

Philadelphia 

Los  Angeles    ^ 

Detroit 

Atlanta 

San  Francisco 

Boston 

Newark 

Cleveland 

New  York  -  Kennedy 

Seattle 

Portland 

Andrews  AFB 

Miami 

New  York  -  La  Guardia 

St  Louis 

Houston  '^ 

Washington  National 

Memphis 

Denver  (DIA)    3,4 

Denver  (DIA) 

Houston  ^ 

Minneapolis 

Los  Angeles    ^ 

Chicago 

Tampa 

Baltimore 

New  Orleans 

Kansas  City 

Anchorage 

Dulles^ 

Raleigh-Durham  5 

Orange  County  5 

San  Diego        5 

Cincinnatti^ 

Orlando  5 

Charlotte         5 


Delivery 


01/17/94 
N/A 
N/A 
1 1/28/93 
05/01/94 
01/03/94 
02/17/94 
01/04/94 
06/14/95 
11/01/93 
07/01/95 
04/06/94 
01/20/94 
11/01/93 
1 1/29/93 
01/23/95 
05/27/94 
12/09/95 
01/03/94 
09/06/94 
03/08/95 
07/09/94 
11/03/93 
12/15/93 
03/03/95 
03/07/94 
01/03/94 
09/13/94 
12/09/94 
10/18/94 
09/28/94 
03/25/94 
06/03/94 
03/31/95 
04/28/95 
05/31/95 
06/30/95 
07/31/95 
08/31/95 
09/29/95 


Appropriation 
Year 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1986 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1985 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1985 

1988 

1988 

1986 

1988 

1985 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1986 

1993 

1993 

1993 

1993 

1993 

1993 

1993 
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'  FAA  Training/Field  Support/Depot  Support  Facility 
2  FAA  R&D  system  for  Runway  Incursion 
^  Second  System  was  procured  in  FY  1993 
^  Dual  Sensor  Facilities 

FY  1993  Congressionally  Mandated  Sites 


5 


The  total  estimated  program  cost  for  the  40  systems  at  37  locations  is  $216.8  million,  or  an 
average  cost  of  approximately  $5.9  million  per  site.  The  $49.5  million  added  in  FY  1993  to 
procure  additional  systems  is  included  in  the  total  estimated  program  cost.  The  FY  1995  request 
of  $7.0  million  for  site  preparation  for  the  FY  1993  Congressionally  mandated  sites  is  not 
included  in  the  total  estimated  program  cost. 
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ATC  FACILITY  MODERNIZATION  LOCATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  list  the  87  ATC  facilities  to  be  modernized  with 
your  $16,433,000  request  for  ATC  facilities  modernization,  similar 
to  that  shown  on  page  728  of  last  year's  hearing  record.  However, 
for  each  facility  provide  the  corresponding  cost  estimate  and  a  brief 
description  of  the  work  being  performed. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $16,433  million  request  for  ATC  Facilities  Modernization  includes  49  ATC  fa- 
cilities to  be  modernized  not  87,  as  referred  to  in  the  question. 
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LOCATION 


ATC  FACILITY  MODERNIZATION  LOCATIONS 

COST  DESCRIPTION 


Alaska  Region 
(Various),  AK 


Atlanta,  GA* 
Atlanta,  GA* 


Corpus  Christi,  TX 


$185,400 


$322,840 
$423,540 


Bellevue,  NE 
Cedar  Rapids,  lA 

$24,400 
$9,700 

Charlotte,  NC 
Chesterfield,  MO 

$326,360 
$9,700 

Cincinnati,  OH 

$134,200 

Cleveland,  OH 

$112,200 

Columbus,  OH 

$579,520 

$207,670 


Daytona  Beach,  FL 

$6,000 

Des  Moines,  lA* 

$9,700 

Des  Moines,  lA* 

$35,000 

Evansville,  IN 

$1,080,900 

Falmouth,  MA 

$356,700 

Greensboro,  NC 

$552,200 

Houston  (lAH),  TX* 

$514,600 

Houston  (lAH),  TX*         $  1 ,020,250 


Provide  interfacility  data  displays  systems 

at  Bethel,  Juneau.  Kenai,  King  Salmon.  & 

Kodiak. 

Establish  additional  arrival  radar  position. 

Establish  additional  satellite  radar  position  at 

Terminal  Radai"  Approach  Control 

(TRACON)  and  associated  handoff  position 

at  ATCT. 

Install  new  flight  data  control  in  TRACON. 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT. 

Establish  4th  local  control  position  in  ATCT. 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT 

Replace  heating,  ventilating,  and  air 

conditioning  equipment  (HVAC)at  Lunken 

ATCT. 

Replace  heating,  ventilating,  and  air 

conditioning  equipment  at  Lakefi"ont  ATCT. 

Construct  building  for  equipment  and 

environmental  work  area,  storage, 

restrooms,  and  breakroom  at  Ohio  State 

ATCT. 

Install  training  target  generator  (TTG)  lab 

and  dedicated  radar  alpha  numeric  display 

system. 

Replace  information  display  system  (IDS) 

with  larger  system. 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT. 

Replace  carpeting  and  wall  coverings. 

Construct  base  building  and  renovate 

existing  space. 

Construct  administrative  space  building. 

Refurbish  facility,  replace  consoles,  HVAC, 

etc. 

Refurbish  TRACON  to  conform  with  new 

equipment,  additional  positions/equipment 

and  other  changes. 

Establish  two  radar  control  positions  in  the 

TRACON. 
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Indianapolis,  IN 

$168,980 

Kalamazoo,  MI 

$134,200 

Kansas  City,  MO* 

$9,700 

Kansas  City,  MO* 

$4,600 

Kansas  City,  MO* 

$4,900 

Lancaster,  PA 

$135,840 

Memphis,  TN* 

$287,150 

Memphis,  TN* 
Miami,  FL 

$280,960 
$10,000 

Moline,  IL 

$97,310 

Norfolk,  VA 
Omaha,  NE 
Philadelphia,  PA* 
Philadelphia,  PA* 
Pueblo,  CO 
San  Carlos,  CA 

$75,000 

$30,000 

$257,680 

$493,800 

$752,600 

$99,850 

San  Francisco,  CA 

$255,530 

Sioux  City,  lA 

S9,700 

Springfield,  MO* 

$594,900 

Springfield,  MO* 

$9,700 

St.  Louis,  MO 

$13,000 

Stockton,  CA 

$99,950 

Swanton  (Toledo),  OH 

$107,300 

Tulsa,  OK 
Waterloo,  lA 

$86,500 
$11,500 

Westbury,  NY* 
Westbury,  NY* 

$104,400 
$62,000 

Provide  two  VHF  frequencies  and  radios  for 

TRACON 

Replace  heating,  ventilating,  and  air 

conditioning  equipment  at  ATCT  and 

TRACON 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

Downtown  ATCT  (MKC) 

Replace  cab  carpet  with  anti-static  flooring 

at  Downtown  ATCT  (MKC). 

Replace  cab  carpet  with  anti-static  flooring 

at  MCI  ATCT. 

Establish  a  flight  data/clearance  delivery 

position  at  the  ATCT 

Establish  additional  local  control  position  at 

ATCT 

Establish  additional  radar  position 

Install  additional  integrated  communications 

switching  systems  position  at  in  TRACON 

Provide  2nd  UHF  frequency  and  equipment 

at  Quad  City  ATCT. 

Construct  storage  building. 

Renovate  ATCT  breakroom. 

Establish  a  second  local  control  position. 

Install  separate  radar  display 

Renovate  ATCT. 

Refijrbish  tower  to  conform  with  additional 

equipment  and  other  changes. 

Refurbish  tower  to  conform  with  changes  in 

runway  configurations,  new  positions,  etc. 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT 

Construct  administrative  space  building  and 

increase  parking  area. 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT, 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT 

Refurbish  tower  to  conform  with  additional 

equipment  and  other  changes. 

Refurbish  Toledo  ATCT  consoles, 

kitchenette,  HVAC  controls,  etc. 

Establish  overhead  coordination  position. 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT. 

Expand  parking  lot  at  TRACON. 

Replace  ceiling  tile  in  TRACON. 
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Westbury,  NY* 

$57,000 

Westbury,  NY* 

$184,000 

Wichita,  KS 

$13,000 

Replace  electrical  wiring,  add  outlets  and 

phone  receptacles  in  TRACON. 

Replace  fluorescent  lighting  fixtures  in 

TRACON 

Install  closed  circuit  TV  security  system  at 

ATCT. 


"Multiple  separate  modernization  projects  will  be  accomplished  at  this  facility. 


The  preceding  projects  total  $10,361,930.    The  remaining  $6,071,070  provides  for  the  transition  to 
the  automated  and  other  relocated/replaced  equipment  configurations,  assessment  of  individual  ATC 
facility  projects  for  compatibility  with  tower  cab  and  tower  equipment  rooms,  assistance  in 
performing  human  factor  analyses  for  the  most  effective  positioning  of  the  air  traffic  controller 
displays  and  control  equipment  using  the  airway  facilities  tower  integration  laboratory,  and 
assessment  and  planning  for  temporary  shehers  and  associated  power  heating,  and  cooling  for 
temporary  electronic  equipment  space  while  present  space  is  being  renovated.  This  also  provides  for 
FAA  Technical  Center  support  for  integration  and  transition  planning  for  435  ATCTs  and  170 
TRACONs.  In  addition,  it  provides  funding  for  mobile  airport  traffic  control  facilities,  tower 
environment  video  displays  systems  and  a  tower  cab  shade  replacement  program. 
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TOWER  REPLACEMENTS 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  data  on  tower  replacements  shown 
on  pages  728  through  729  of  last  year's  hearing  record  by  providing 
data  for  fiscal  years  1992  through  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Location  Fiscal  Year  1992         Fiscal  Year  1993       Fiscal  Year  1995*  Unfunded 

Future  Years 

San  Diego.  CA 4,500,000 

Chicago  (Midway),  IL 1 1.900,000 

Kansas  City,  Mo 1 1,500.000 

Santa  Barbara,  CA 1.913,000 4,725,000 

Houston  (Hobby),  TX 6,600,000 

Pontiac,  MI 3,890,000 

Syracuse,  NY 7,600,000 

Minneapolis,  MN 9,115,000 

Covington,  KY 7,123.000 1,877,000 

Louisville,  KY  3.000.000 7,437.000 

Buffalo,  NY 500,000 

San  Juan,  PR 7,728,000 

Klamath  Falls.  OR 908.000 1.944,100 

Beaumont,  TX   3,196,000 

Topeka,KS 974,000 2,497,300 

St.  Paul,  MN 1.585,000 3,476.200 

Worcester,  MA 706,900 1,408,000 

Salt  Lake  City.  UT 2.187,000 7,677.200 

Little  Rock,  AR 1,601,000 5,980,100 

Islip,  NY 1.993.000 4.577.400 

Palwaukee.  IL 1.305.000 3,777.700 

Bangor,  ME 1,579,000 2.734,400 

Portland,  OR 1,000,000 7.724,100 

Dallas  (Addison),  TX 1.324,000 3,693,700 

Moses  Lake,  WA 1,038,000 2,778.000 

Kissimmee,  FL 100,000 

Wenatchee,  WA 1,000,000 

Jackson,  TN 427,000 

Mobile  (Brookley),  AL 1,000,000 2.500,000 

Stewart,  NY 3,000.000 

Kenosha,  WI 1.000,000 

Merrill,  AK 384,600 5,936,500 

Salina,KS 182,900 3,556,600 

Newport  News,  VA 1%,000 3,249,800 

Roanoke,  VA 350,000 6,527.000 

Columbus,  OH 711.800 11.542.400 

Manchester.  NH 283,500 4,583,200 

Everett,  WA 287,400 4.622,700 

Ft  Lauderdale  (Executive),  FL 235,800 4,836,000 

SanAngelo,  TX 204,800 4,601.800 

Oakland,  CA 595.000 10.127,700 

St  Louis,  MO  (TRACON) 1,400,000 TBD 

Salt  Lake  City,  UT  (TRACON) 1.400,000 TBD 

•No  tower  replacement  funding  was  received  in  Fiscal  Year  1994.  . 
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TOWER  REPLACEMENTS — ^FUNDING  AND  CONSTRUCTION  STATUS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  funding  and  construction  status  in- 
formation for  tower  replacement  projects  as  shown  on  pages  730 
through  738  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Fiscal  Year  1987 

Albuquerque,  NM 

Fiscal  Year  1987  $6,657,800 

Fiscal  Year  1988  $    538,900 

Status:  Construction  complete    Electronic  installation  in  progress. 

Schedule;         Commissioning  June  1994 

Remarks;  Construction  Funds  Obligated    Waiting  delivery  of  ICSS  equipment. 

Buffalo,  NY 

Fiscal  Year  1987  $5,894,900 

Fiscal  Year  1988  $    477,100 

Status;  Construction  complete.  Electronic  installation  underway. 

Schedule;         Commissioning  September  1994. 

Remarks;         Construction  Funds  Obligated    Waiting  delivery  of  ICSS  equipment. 

Norfolk,  VA 

Fiscal  Year  1987  $7,377,700 

Fiscal  Year  1988  $    597,200 

Status:  Construction  complete.  Electronic  installation  underway. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  September  1994. 

Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated.  Waiting  delivery  of  ICSS  equipment. 

Monroe,  LA 

Fiscal  Year  1987  $3,223,000 

Fiscal  Year  1988  $    286,800 

Status;  Construction  complete. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  November  1994. 

Remarks;  Construction  Funds  Obligated.  Waiting  delivery  of  ICSS  equipment. 


Fiscal  Year  1988 

Atlanta  Fulton  County,  GA  $4,297,000 

Status;  Construction  complete.  ICSS  equipment  delivered. 

Schedule;         Commissioning  April  1994 

Remarks;  Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

St.  Petersburg,  FL  $4,243,000 

Status;  Under  construction. 

Schedule;  Commissioning  August  1994. 

Remarks;  Construction  Funds  Obligated. 
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Fiscal  Year  1988  (cont'd) 

New  Orleans,  LA  $6,697,000 

Status;  Construction  complete. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  January  1995. 

Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated.  Waiting  for  delivery  of  ICSS  equipment. 

Sioux  City,  lA  $3,935,000 

Status:  Complete. 

Schedule:         Commissioned  January  1992. 
Remarks:         Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

Moses  Lake,  WA  $    765,000 

Remarks:  Project  canceled.  This  project  was  to  increase  the  height  and  size  of  the  existing 

tower  rather  than  to  build  a  completely  new  structure.  This  procedure  has  been 
found  infeasible  and  the  project  was  submitted  and  approved  for  construction  of  a 
complete  new  ATCT  in  the  FY-93  budget.  Status  is  listed  in  fiscal  year  1993 
portion. 

Chino,  CA  $3,929,000 

Status:  Construction  complete.  Electronic  installation  underway 

Schedule:  Commissioning  June  1994. 

Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated    Will  wait  for  delivery  of  ICSS  equipment. 

Houston  Intercontinental,  TX  $10,000,000 
Status:  Construction  underway. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  July  1996. 
Remarks:         Construction  Funds  Obligated. 


Fiscal  Year  1989 

Allentown,  PA  $6,363,000 

Status:  Construction  underway. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  December  1995. 
Remarks:         Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

Windsor  Locks,  CT  $7,643,200 

Status:  Site  has  been  selected.  Architect/Engineer  contractor  has  completed  site 

adaptation  engineering. 
Schedule:         Bids  were  opened  7/7/93 . 
Remarks:         Project  is  on  hold  at  Congressional  direction. 
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Fiscal  Year  1989  (cont'd) 

Detroit  Metro,  MI  $12,714,600 

Status:  Complete 

Schedule:         Commissioned  August  1992. 
Remarks:  Constaiction  Funds  Obligated 

Fort  Smith,  AR  $2,339,900  (Partial  Funding) 

Status:  Site  has  been  selected.  Design  is  in  progress. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  June  1995.  Commissioning  February  1998. 

Orlando  Executive,  FL  $3,766,300 

Status:  Construction  complete. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  June  1994. 
Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

San  Jose  Municipal,  CA       $4,673,000 

Status:  Under  construction.  Electronic  installation  underway. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  June  1994. 

Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated.  Will  wait  for  delivery  of  ICSS  equipment. 


Fiscal  Year  1990 

St.  Louis,  MO 

Fiscal  Year  1990  $2,300,000 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $9,954,200 

Status:  Site  adaptation  Engineering  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  December  1994.  Commissioning  May  1997. 

La  Guardia,  NY 

Fiscal  Year  1 990  $  1 0,049,000 

Fiscal  Year  1988  $      114,600 

Status:  Site  selection  study  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Pending  site  selection 

Newark,  NJ 

Fiscal  Year  1990  $2,200,000 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $9,103,200 

Status:  Site  selection  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Pending  site  selection 
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Fiscal  Year  1990  (cont'd) 

Chicago  O'Hare,  IL 

Fiscal  Year  1990  $2,200,000 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $15,493,000 

Status:  Construction  is  underway. 

Schedule;         Commissioning  August  1996. 
Remarks.         Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

Helena,  MT 

Fiscal  Year  1990  $    351,000 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $1,738,700 

Status:  Design  complete. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  August  1993.  Commissioning  December  1994. 

Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

Montgomery,  AL 

Fiscal  Year  1990  $    900,000 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $4,344,100 

Status:  Construction  is  underway 

Schedule:         Commissioning  October  1995. 
Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

Roswell,  NM 

Fiscal  Year  1990  $    800,000 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $3,866,700 

Status:  Engineering  is  50%  complete. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  July  1995.  Commissioning  March  1998. 


Fiscal  Year  1991 

Los  Angeles,  C A  $2 1 ,000,000 

Status:  Construction  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  December  1995. 
Remarks:         Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

San  Diego  Lindbergh,  CA 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $1,500,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $4,500,000 

Status:  Engineering  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  September  1994.  Commissioning  September  1996. 


884 

Fiscal  Year  1991  (cont'd) 

Chicago  Midway,  IL 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $  1,500,000 

Fiscal  year  1 992  $  1 1 ,900,000 

Status:  Site  selection  and  design  complete. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  July  1994.  Commissioning  November  1996. 

Kansas  City  International,  MO 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $  2,000,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $11,500,000  ($  1 0,000,000  reprogrammed  at  Congressional 

direction.) 
Status:  Construction  contract  awarded. 

Schedule:         Construction  funds  obligated    Commissioning  December  1996. 

Pontiac,  MI 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $1,600,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $3,890,000 

Status:  Site  selection  and  design  complete. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  September  1994.  Commissioning  November  1996 

Minneapolis,  MN 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $3,151,000 

Fiscal  Year  1 992  $9, 1 1 5,000 

Status:  Design  is  complete 

Schedule:         Construction  award  September  1994.  Commissioning  September  1997. 

Covington,  KY 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $1,713,000 

Fiscal  Year  1 992  $7, 1 23,000 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $1,877,000 

Status:  Construction  contract  for  tower  only  (without  base  building)  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  December  1995 

Syracuse,  NY 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $1,900,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $7,600,000 

Status:  Site  has  been  selected    Environmental  assessment  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Constructionaward  July  1995.  Commissioning  May  1997. 

Houston  Hobby,  TX 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $2,600,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $6,600,000 

Status:  Site  has  been  selected.  Engineering  is  underway 

Schedule:         Construction  award  June  1995.  Commissioning  April  1998. 
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Fiscal  Year  1991  rcont.'d) 

San  Juan,  PR 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $4,000,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $7,728,000 

Status:  Construction  underway. 

Schedule:         Commissioning  April  1995. 
Remarks:  Construction  Funds  Obligated. 

Beaumont,  TX 

Fiscal  Year  1991  $5,000,000 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $3,196,000 

Status:  Site  has  been  selected. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  April  1995.  Commissioning  February  1998. 


Fiscal  Year  1992 

Santa  Barbara,  CA 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $1,913,000 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $4,725,000 

Status:  Engineering  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  October  1994.  Commissioning  October  1996. 

Louisville,  KY 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $3,000,000 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $7,437,000 

Status:  A  contract  was  signed  with  the  airport  sponsor  to  construct  the  control  tower  and 

TRACON.  After  the  contract  was  signed,  the  sponsor  stated  that  the  site  must  be 
moved.  Engineering  is  underway  for  the  tower  at  the  new  site 

Schedule:         Construction  start  January  1995.  Commissioning  September  1996. 

Remarks:         Construction  Funds  Obhgated. 

Klamath  Falls,  OR 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $    908,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $1,944,100 

Status:  The  site  has  been  selected  and  negotiations  for  site  adaptation  are  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  February  1995.  Commissioning  August  1996. 

Portland,  OR 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $1,000,000 

Fiscal  Year  1 995  $7,724, 1 00 

Status:  A  site  has  been  selected.  Engineering  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  July  1995.  Commissioning  February  1 998 
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Fiscal  Year  1992  (cont'd) 

Kissimmee,  FL 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $    100,000 

Remarks:         Funds  will  be  issued  to  the  sponsor  as  a  grant. 

Status:  Grant  agreement  is  being  prepared. 

Wenatchee,  WA 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $1,000,000 

Remarks:         Funds  were  intended  to  be  issued  to  the  sponsor  as  a  grant    Negotiations  with 
sponsor  are  underway. 

Jackson,  TN 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $    427,000 

Remarks:  Funds  will  be  issued  to  the  sponsor  as  a  grant. 

Status:  Grant  agreement  is  being  prepared 

Mobile  Brookley,  AL 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $1,000,000 

Status:  Engineering  underway 

Schedule:         Construction  award  December  1994    Commissioning  May  1996. 

Remarks:  Additional  funding  required 

Stewart 

Fiscal  Year' 1992  $3,000,000 

Fiscal  Year  1 993  $  1 ,700,000  (FY-93  ftinding  under  ATCT  Establish) 

Status:  Site  selection  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  December  1995.  Commissioning  October  1997. 

Kenosha,  WI 

Fiscal  Year  1992  $1,000,000 

Schedule:         Electronic  installation  start  May  1994.  Electronic  installation  complete  August 

1994. 
Remarks:  Funds  will  be  used  to  furnish  and  install  equipment  in  sponsor-constructed  tower. 


Fiscal  Year  1993 

Topeka,  KS 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $    974,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $2,497,300 

Status:  Site  selection  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  April  1995.  Commissioning  February  1997. 
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Fiscal  Year  1993  (cont'd) 

St.  Paul,  MN 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $1,585,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $3,476,200 

Status:  Site  selection  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Constnictionaward  July  1995.  Commissioning  May  1997. 

Worcester,  MA 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $    706.900 

Fiscal  year  1995  $1,408,000 

Status:  Site  adaptation  engineering  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  October  1994.  Commissioning  January  1996. 

Salt  Lake  City,  VT 

Fiscal  Year  1 993  $2, 1 87,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $7,677,200 

Status:  Site  selection  completed  and  design  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  March  1995.  Commissioning  December  1996. 

Little  Rock,  AR 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $1,601,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $5,980,100 

Status:  Site  selection  completed  and  design  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  January  1996.  Commissioning  July  1998. 

Islip,  NY 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $1,993,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $4,577,400 

Status:  Site  selection  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  March  1997.  Commissioning  December  1998. 

Palwaukee,  IL 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $1,305,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $3,777,700 

Status:  Site  selection  is  complete. 

Schedule:         Constnictionaward  June  1995.  Commissioning  November  1996 

Bangor,  ME 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $1,579,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  52,734.400 

Status:  Site  selection  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Pending  site  selection. 
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Fiscal  Year  1993  (cont'd) 

Dallas  Addison,  TX 

Fiscal  Year  1 993  $  1 ,324,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $3,693,700 

Status:  Site  selection  is  underway. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  October  1995.  Commissioning  January  1998. 

Moses  Lake,  WA 

Fiscal  Year  1993  $1,038,000 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $2,738,000 

Status:  Site  selection  is  complete. 

Schedule:         Construction  award  November  1 994    Commissioning  April  1997. 


Fiscal  Year  1995  (Proposed) 

Merrill,  AK 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     384,600 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  5,936,500 

Salina,  KS 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     182,900 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  3,556,600 

Newport  News,  VA 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     196,000 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  3,249,800 

Roanoke,  VA 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     350,000 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  6,527,000 

Columbus,  OH 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $      711,800 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $1 1,542,400 

Manchester,  NH 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     283,500 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  4,583,200 

Everett,  WA 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     287,400 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  4,622,700 
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Fiscal  Year  1995  Proposed  ("cont'd) 


Ft.  Lauderdale  Exec.  FL 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     235,800 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  4,836,000 

San  Angelo,  TX 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $     204,800 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $  4,601,800 

Oakland,  CA 

Fiscal  Year  1995  $      595,000 

Additional  Cost  to  complete  $10, 127,700 
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TOWER  REPLACEMENT  CANDIDATE  LISTING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  tower  replacement  candidate  list 
shown  on  page  739  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 

For  fiscal  year  1994,  31  locations  were  identified  as  potential  candidates  for  facil- 
ity replacement.  Two  of  these  were  included  in  the  FAA's  FY  1993  budget  request 
and  were  fiinded  by  Congress  in  the  PT  1993  appropriations.  Ten  were  included  in 
the  FY  94  budget  request,  however,  none  were  funded  by  congressional  action. 
These  ten  and  two  additional  projects  are  included  in  the  FY  1995  budget  request. 
In  addition,  17  other  locations  were  identified  as  potential  candidates  for  facility  re- 
placement for  FY  1995.  The  remaining  candidates  are  listed  below. 

Wilmington,  DE;  Richmond,  VA;  Morristown,  NJ;  Charleston,  WV;  Wilkes  Barre, 
PA;  Champaign,  IL;  East  St.  Louis,  IL;  Bedford,  MA;  Hyannis,  MA;  Medford,  OR; 
Vero  Beach,  FL;  Birmingham,  AL;  Savannah,  GA;  San  Antonio  (Stinson),  TX;  Har- 
lingen,  TX;  Tulsa,  TX;  and  Tucson,  AZ. 

STATUS  OF  ATCT  ESTABLISHMENT  SITES 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  status  report  on  the  four  ATCT  es- 
tablishment sites  funded  in  fiscal  year  1993  (Newburgh,  New  York; 
Redmond,  Oregon;  Pullman  Moscow,  Washington;  and  Bellingham, 
Washington),  similar  in  format  to  that  shown  on  pages  739  through 
740  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Newburgh  (Stewart),  NY 

The  site  has  been  tentatively  selected  by  FAA.  The  estimated  schedule  is  as  fol- 
lows: Construction  Start,  December  1995;  Construction  Complete,  March  1997;  and 
Commissioning,  October  1997. 

Redmond,  OR 

Site  selection  has  been  completed  and  approved.  Negotiations  for  site  adaptation 
of  a  standard  FAA  control  tower  design  are  underway.  The  estimated  schedule  is 
as  follows:  Construction  Start,  April  1995;  Construction  Complete,  January  1996; 
and  Commissioning,  October  1996. 

Pullman  Moscow,  WA/ID 

It  has  been  determined  that  the  tower  will  have  to  be  sited  off  the  airport.  The 
estimated  schedule  is  as  follows:  Construction  Start,  September  1995;  Construction 
Complete,  July  1996;  and  Commissioning,  November  1996. 

Bellingham,  WA 

Design  documents  are  90%  complete  and  are  being  reviewed.  The  estimated 
schedule  is  as  follows:  Construction  Start,  October  1994;  Construction  Complete,  Au- 
gust 1995;  and  Commissioning,  July  1996. 

HOUSING  UNITS 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  information  on  housing  units  for  fiscal 
year  1995  funding,  similar  to  that  provided  on  page  743  of  last 
year's  hearing  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Funding  totaling  $8,000,000  will  be  used  to  complete  engineering  work  and  begin 
construction  of  35  housing  units  and  supporting  infrastruct\u-e  reqviirements  such 
as:  replacement  water  and  sewer  systems,  a  new  electrical  distribution  system,  and 
new  roadways  at  King  Salmon,  Alaska.  However,  if  opportunities  surface  to  pur- 
chase suitable  existing  housing  at  King  Salmon  or  other  locations  in  Alaska,  this 
funding  may  be  used  to  take  advantage  of  this  less  costly,  but  limited,  alternative 
to  new  housing  construction. 
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SEI  AWARD  FEES 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  table  on  SEI  award  fees,  as  shown 
on  page  744  of  last  year's  hearing  record, 
[The  information  follows:] 

SEI  AWARD  FEE  PERFORMANCE 


Period 


Total  available 


Actual  fee  awarded 


Actual  percent  of 
available  tee 


I  (2/84-7/84)  . 
2(8/84-1/85)  . 

3  (2/85-7/85)  . 

4  (8/8S-1/86)  . 
5{2/8&-7/86)  . 
6(8/86-1/87)  . 
7  (2/87-7/87)  . 
8(8/87-1/88)  . 
9(2/88-7/88)  . 
10  (8/88-1/89) 

II  (2/89-7/89) 

12  (8/89-1/90) 

13  (2/90-7/90) 

14  (8/90-1/91) 

15  (2/91-7/91) 

16  (8/91-1/92) 

17  (2/92-7/92) 

18  (8/92-1/93) 

19  (2/93-7/93) 

20  (8/93-1/94) 


$1,391,655 

$1,078,532 

77.5 

2.097.138 

1.727,810 

82.4 

3.546.121 

2,593,473 

73.1 

5.372.929 

4.037.111 

75.2 

6,658.405 

4.853.093 

72.9 

7.610.533 

5,305,315 

69.7 

8.628.034 

6,542,590 

75.8 

8.274.915 

6,111.022 

73.8 

7,434.361 

5.538.242 

74.5 

7,266.642 

5.296,890 

72.9 

5,728,225 

4,353,451 

76.0 

5,668,776 

4.535,022 

80.0 

5.570.272 

4.539.772 

81.5 

6.057.680 

5.031.510 

83.1 

6.867.594 

6.002.689 

87.4 

6,376,790 

5.668,966 

88.9 

6,073,644 

5.399,470 

88.9 

5.639.812 

5.143.509 

91.2 

5.205.981 

4,706.207 

90.4 

5.201.136 

4,790.246 

92.1 

116,670,643 


93,254,920 


Note. — Updated  table  includes  revisions  to  prior  years'  information  based  on  verification  of  contract  records.  Adjustments  were  necessary 
due  to  detinitization  of  modifications  wliicti  created  changes  in  award  fee. 


SEI  STAFFING  TABLE 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  the  SEI 
744  of  last  year's  hearing  record. 
[The  information  follows:] 


staffing  table  found  on  page 


TOTAL  SEI  STAFFING 


Vsrisncc 

nscalyear                                                  Basen„e«-      Previcu^es-  Current            pr^.s 

1984 ^287      333  333       0 

1985 M90      736  736       0 

1986 ^799     1063  1063       0 

1987 ^977     1133  1133       0 

1988 M056     1189  1189       0 

1989 nm            1177  1177       0 

1990 2  970     1085  1085       0 

1991  ='872     1045  1045       0 

1992 2733      882  882       0 

1993 2530      778  778       0 

19943 452      497  368     - 129 

■  The  total  SEI  staffing  numbers  include  Martin  Marietta  and  subcontractor  staffing. 
'Actuals. 

'The  SEI  contract  has  been  extended  (beyond  Its  original  expiration  date  of  January  1994)  to  Februaiy  1995  to  provide  a  bridge  to  the  de- 
layed award  of  the  follow-on  SETA  contract  and  a  transition  period. 

Note.— The  changes  in  Fiscal  Year  1992  and  later  years  staffing  reflect  adjustments  In  anticipated  funding.  Outyear  staffing  estimates  are 
based  on  projected  requirements,  labor  rates  and  budgets. 
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TRW  SETA  CONTRACT 


Mr.  Carr.  Please  update  data  on  the  TRW  systems  engineering 
and  technical  assistance  contract,  as  shown  on  page  745  of  last 
year's  hearing  record,  by  providing  data  for  fiscal  years  1993 
through  1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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TRW  SETA  CONTRACT 

(Dollars  in  Thousands) 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY1995 

Advanced  Automation  System: 
Staffyears 
Funding 

155 
$22,600 

109 
$16,000 

154 
$21,600 

Voice  Switching  and  Control  System: 
Staflyears 
Funding 

60 
$8,700 

80 
$11,100 

76 
$10,700 

Traffic  Management  System: 

Staffyears 
Funding 

4.6 

$581 

9.4 
$1,323 

9.4 
$1,323 

Oceanic  Automation: 
Staflyears 
Funding 

10.4 
$1,300 

8.4 
$1,864 

8.4 
$1,864 

SARTS 

Staffyears 
Funding 

7.6 
$1,020 

4.5 
$577 

4.5 
$577 

En  Route  Program  Support 
Staflyears 
Funding 

3.6 

$441 

4.5 

$582 

4.5 

$582 

Tower  Program  Support 
Staflyears 
Funding 

3.4 
$478 

4.6 
$703 

4.6 

$703 

ARTS  II  Program  Support 
Staffyears 
Funding 

6.3 
$887 

7.7 
$943 

7.7 
$943 

ARTS  III  Program  Support 
Staffyears 
Funding 

7.4 
$1,090 

8.7 
$1,345 

8.7 

$1,345 

MAP  Program  Support 
Staffyears 

15.6 

18.6 

18.6 

Funding 

$1,983 

$2,386 

$2,386 
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DIGITAL  RADAR  DATA— NANTUCKET  ISLAND 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  hearing  (p.  748),  the  FAA  said  that  the 
agency  was  committed  to  implementation  of  digital  radar  data  in 
the  tower  cab  at  the  control  tower  on  Nantucket  Island,  Massachu- 
setts, by  the  end  of  calendar  year  1993.  Did  you  meet  that  sched- 
ule? If  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  DBRITE  was  installed  during  November  1993  and  it  is  providing  target  and 
alphanumeric  display  data  to  the  Nantucket  control  tower.  Enhancements  planned 
for  the  existing  video  compression  method  of  remoting  DBRITE  video  have  post- 
poned the  formal  commissioning  dates. 

OFFSETTING  COLLECTIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  iii,  you  are  projecting  offsetting  collections  of 
$118,105,000  in  fiscal  year  1994  and  $121,176,000  in  1995  after 
only  $28,967,000  in  fiscal  year  1993.  What  accounts  for  the  large 
anticipated  increase? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Offsetting  collections  are  projected  on  historical  data  and  current  reimbursable 
agreements  in  place.  We  currently  have  agreements  in  place  which  total  $119  mil- 
lion for  fiscal  year  1994.  For  estimating  purposes,  we  assume  that  the  amount  obli- 
gated will  equal  the  dollar  amount  of  the  agreements  in  total.  However,  historically, 
the  actual  obligated  amount  fluctuates  each  year  because  many  of  these  agreements 
are  with  non-Federal  entities  and  have  no  expiration  date  tied  to  a  particular  appro- 
priation. In  other  words,  often  the  work  preformed  and  associated  obligations  are 
spread  over  more  than  one  year.  Many  of  the  agreements  with  Federal  agencies  are 
tied  to  appropriations  that  have  a  2  or  3  year  life  for  obligations.  In  fiscal  year  1993, 
we  estimated  $115  million  based  on  agreements  in  place,  but  only  $29  million  was 
actually  obligated  during  the  fiscal  year.  We  expect  a  significant  portion  of  the  bal- 
ance from  fiscal  year  1993  will  be  obligated  in  fiscal  year  1994,  increasing  the  total 
amount  obligated  in  fiscal  year  1994. 

RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  WEATHER  PROJECTS  (ITWS/AWPG) 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  has  been  funding  two  research  and  develop- 
ment projects,  the  automated  weather  products  generator  (AWPG) 
and  the  integrated  terminal  weather  system  (ITWS),  to  meet  air 
traffic  controller  needs  in  the  en  route  and  terminals  air  traffic  con- 
trol domains,  respectively.  Both  projects  are  currently  in  the  dem- 
onstration of  alternative  concepts  phase,  the  third  of  five  phases  in 
the  A- 109  acquisition  process. 

FAA  plans  to  complete  this  acquisition  phase  for  ITWS  in  fiscal 
year  1995  and  for  AWPG  the  following  year.  Please  provide  an 
overall  program  schedule  for  both  the  integrated  terminal  weather 
system  (ITWS)  and  the  aviation  weather  products  generator 
(AWPG). 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  AWPG  and  ITWS  projects  are  in  the  demonstration  and  vahdation  phase,  the  third  of  five 
phases  in  the  A- 109  acquisition  process. 

INTEGRATED  TERMINAL  WEATHER  SYSTEM 
OVERALL  PROGRAM  SCHEDULE 

Demonstration/Validation  OT&E  July  to  September  1994 

Key  Decision  Point  3  January  1995 

RFP  Release  May  1995 

Contract  Award  August  1996 

Critical  Design  Review  December  1996 

OT&E  Completed  February  1999 

Key  Decision  Point  4  July  1999 
First  Site  ORD  of  Initial 

Operational  Capability  1999 
Last  Site  ORD  of  Initial 

Operational  Capability  2000 


AVIATION  WEATHER  PRODUCTS  GENERATOR* 
OVERALL  PROGRAM  SCHEDULE 

Demonstration/Validation  OT&E 

AFSS's  July  to  December  1 995 

ARTCC's  and  ATCSCC  July  1 997  to  May  1 998 

Higher  Resolution  Products  January  to  December  1999 

Key  Decision  Point  3  AFSS's  March  1996 

ARTCC's  and  ATCSCC  September  1 998 

Higher  Resolution  Products  Year  2000 

Initial  Operating  Capability 

AFSS's  September  1996 

ARTCC's  and  ATCSCC  March  1999 

Higher  Resolution  Products  Year  2001 


*  Note:  AWPG  is  software  products  that  will  be  provided  via  task  orders  as  pre-planned  product 
improvements  to  the  WARP  and  OASIS/GWDS  programs.  Thus  there  is  no  contract  award 
specifically  for  AWPG  products. 
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Mr.  Carr.  The  justification  state  that  fiscal  year  1995  funds  for 
ITWS  will  be  used  for  demonstration  and  validation,  full  scale  de- 
velopment, and  completion  of  specifications  and  RFP  for  initial  ca- 
pability. Why  are  you  budgeting  for  full  scale  development  and  ini- 
tial production  stages  before  you  know  the  results  of  D&V? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  formal  DemonstrationA^alidation  OT&E,  at  Memphis  and  Orlando  Air  Traffic 
Control  Towers,  is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by  end  of  this  summer.  Key  Decision 
Point  3  follows  in  January  1995.  If  we  are  to  award  a  contract  in  FY  1996,  we  must 
budget  for  completion  of  the  specification  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

We  have  very  high  confidence  in  the  success  of  the  ITWS  DemonstrationA^alida- 
tion  OT&E,  evident  by  our  extensive  interaction  with  the  use  community. 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA's  current  acquisition  plan  for  ITWS  indicates  that 
the  agency  will  award  a  contract  for  a  combination  of  full  scale  de- 
velopment and  production  in  early  1996.  Given  the  problems  expe- 
rienced by  FAA  in  doing  concurrent  development  and  production 
with  the  advanced  automation  system  (AAS)  and  other  moderniza- 
tion projects,  why  does  FAA  believe  this  approach  is  prudent? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  ITWS  acquisition  strategy  calls  for  a  fvdl-scale  development  and  limited  pro- 
duction contract  with  an  option  for  full  production.  Most  Initial  Operational  Capabil- 
ity (IOC)  products  have  been  informally  demonstrated,  successfully.  Formal  dem- 
onstration begins  in  May  and  ends  in  September.  We  anticipate  sufficient  weather 
at  the  demonstration  sites  to  demonstrate  product  capabilities.  After  successful 
demonstration,  full  scale  development  will  be  authorized  following  FAA  and  DOT 
KDP-3  review  and  approval.  Production  will  not  be  authorized  until  the  program 
receives  KDP-4  approvals,  scheduled  for  1999.  However,  users  of  weather  products 
will  not  have  to  wait  until  the  very  last  product  is  complete  to  begin  using  and  bene- 
fiting from  early  success. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  plan  to  receive  stage-by-stage  A- 109  approvals 
for  this  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  This  program  has  already  received  both  KDP-1  and  KDP-2  approvals  of  the 
A- 109  process.  We  will  seek  subsequent  KDP  approvals,  as  appropriate. 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  quantified  the  estimated  benefits  of  ITWS 
and  AWPG? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  The  benefit-cost  ratio  for  ITWS  is  6:1.  For  AWPG,  it  is  4.5:1.  Cost  benefit 
ratios  are  based  on  life  cycle  cost  estimate  developed  for  key  decision  point-2. 

Mr.  Carr.  ITWS  will  require  integration  and  dissemination  of  a 
great  deal  of  data  within  a  short  period  of  time  in  order  to  meet 
terminal  airspace  needs.  How  confident  is  FAA  that  ITWS  will  be 
able  to  meet  such  needs? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  very  confident  that  it  will  meet  terminal  airspace  needs.  The  integra- 
tion and  dissemination  of  weather  data  was  successfully  demonstrated,  in  real-time, 
during  a  pre-demonstration/validation  exercise  at  the  Orlando  Air  Traffic  Control 
Tower,  summer,  1993. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  human  factors  considerations  for  weather  prod- 
ucts will  be  included  in  ITWS  testing  to  ensure  timely,  accurate, 
and  consistent  information  without  information  overload? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Air  traffic  controllers  have  been  involved  in  the  design  of  the  user  interface  since 
the  inception  of  the  ITWS.  Color,  look-and-feel,  sound,  and  control  of  display  are 
among  the  human  factors  consideration  that  air  traffic  controllers  have  examined 
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for  the  ITWS  display.  This  design  will  be  tested  during  the  formal  ITWS  Dem- 
onstratiorvVaUdation  OT&E,  this  summer,  at  Memphis  and  Orlando  Air  Traffic 
Control  Towers. 

Mr.  Carr.  AWPG  will  provide  new  en  route  products  to  control- 
lers and  eventually  to  pilots  via  its  weather  and  radar  processor 
(WARP)  and  the  area  control  computer  complex  (ACCC)  segment  of 
AAS.  Given  the  uncertain  status  of  ACCC,  is  FAA  developing  an 
alternative  strategy  whereby  AWPG  products  could  be  delivered  to 
controllers  via  the  initial  sector  suite  system  (ISSS)? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  AWPG  products  will  be  delivered  to  air  traffic  controllers,  not  pilots,  on  the 
common  console,  via  the  WARP,  of  the  ISSS  segment  of  the  AAS.  The  AWPG  does 
not  rely  upon  the  ACCC. 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA's  budget  justification  indicates  that  the  agency 
will  spend  a  total  of  $281  million  on  these  two  projects.  However, 
the  agency's  internal  benefit  cost  analyses  show  that  the  two 
projects  will  cost  almost  $600  million  in  total.  Why  is  FAA  under 
reporting  AWPG/ITWS  costs  in  its  budget? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  not  under-reporting  AWPG/ITWS  costs  in  its  budget.  The  life-cycle 
cost  estimate  at  KDP-2  was  a  rough  order  of  magnitude  estimate,  based  upon  anal- 
yses of  potential  system  architectures  during  the  concept  development  phase.  As  we 
approach  KDP-3  for  AWPG  and  ITWS,  alternative  analyses  will  facilitate  an  im- 
proved estimate  of  the  systems'  life  cycle  costs.  The  FAA  anticipates  that  the  life 
cycle  cost  estimate  will  decrease. 

The  total  program  cost  in  the  budget  justification  reflects  funding  for  AWPG  and 
ITWS  contained  in  the  agency  financial  plan.  The  funding  in  the  plan  will  be  re- 
vised after  KDP-3  approval. 

WARP — MISSION  NEED  STATEMENT  &  ACQUISITION  PLAN 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  GAO,  you  have  completed  a  mission 
need  statement  and  proposed  acquisition  plan  for  WARP,  but  you 
have  not  yet  submitted  them  to  OST  for  approval.  Is  this  accurate? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  will  submit,  by  mid-May,  the  WARP  acquisition  plan  and  mission  need 
statement  to  OST  for  approval. 

WARP — DEVELOPMENT  &  LIMITED  PRODUCTION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  GAO  also  indicates  you  plan  to  award  a  contract 
for  full  scale  development  and  limited  production  for  WARP  in  fis- 
cal year  1995.  Is  this  accurate,  and  if  so,  why  are  you  budgeting 
for  initial  production  stages  before  you  know  the  results  of  FSD? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  plans  to  award  a  contract  for  full  scale  development  and  limited  produc- 
tion (three  systems)  for  WARP  in  fiscal  year  1995.  We  have  budgeted  for  production 
systems  beginning  in  FY  1996.  However,  they  will  be  options  in  the  WARP  contract, 
and  will  not  be  exercised  until  the  limited  production  systems  have  been  fully  test- 
ed. After  the  FAA  has  validated  that  all  operational  requirements  have  been  satis- 
fied, we  will  seek  key  decision  point  four  (KDP-4)  approval  from  OST  to  exercise 
the  contract  options  for  production  and  deployment. 

AAS — SUPPORT  CONTRACTOR  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  budget  request  includes  $40,800,000  for  AAS 
technical  support.  Please  break  this  down  by  support  contractor 
and  provide  a  brief  description  of  the  role  of  each  contractor. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  estimates  for  FY  1994  and  FY  1995  are  subject  to  change  based  on  the  findings  and 
recommendations  from  the  AAS  Recovery  Team  appointed  by  the  Administrator. 

ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM 
SUPPORT  CONTRACTOR  FUNDING  ESTIMATES  ($M) 

TRW/TRW  Follow-on  $21.60 

Technical  and  engineering  support, 

human  factors  engineering,  and 
contract  management  support. 
MITRE  10.00 

Research  and  engineering  support 

including  development  of  operational 

concepts  and  specifications,  laboratory 

simulations,  data  evaluation,  and 

risk  mitigation. 
Volpe  National  Transportation 
Systems  Center  2.10 

Simulation  and  modeling,  reliability, 

availability  and  maintainability 

and  fault  tolerance  analysis,  and 

local  communications  and  other 

communications  analysis. 
Jet  Propulsion  Lab  3.50 

Research  and  development  support 

including  specification  development, 

testing  and  engineering  analysis 

primarily  with  regard  to  external  interfaces. 
I V&V  Support  -  contractor  TBD  1 .20 

Independent  verification  that  the 

development  software  meets  FAA 

specifications. 
Program  Management  Support  - 
contractor  TBD  160 

Program  management  support  including 

LAN  administration,  database  and 
documentation  management,  and 

administrative  and  operational 

support  to  the  AAS  Development  and 

Demonstration  Facility. 
Other  .80 

Other  small  contracts  required  to 

execute  the  program. 

Total  Requirement  $40.80 
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AAS — FIELD  SUPPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  How  would  the  $29,000,000  requested  for  AAS  "field 
support"  be  used? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimates  for  FY  1994  and  1995  are  subject  to  change  based  on  the  findings 
and  recommendations  from  the  AAS  Recovery  Team  appointed  by  the  Adminis- 
trator. 

Advanced  Automation  System  Implementation  Support — 1995  Program 

[Dollars  in  millions] 

FAATC  test  support $20.0 

ARTCC  site  preparation  1.5 

FAA  Academy 0.5 

Regional  site  support  6.0 

ATR  technical  support  10 

Total  29.0 

AAS — PRIME  CONTRACT  PROCUREMENT  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  budget  proposes  $28,800,000  under  the  procure- 
ment and  modernization  budget  activity  for  the  AAS  prime  con- 
tract. What  exactly  are  these  funds  for,  and  what  is  being  procured 
or  modernized? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995  are  subject  to  change 
based  on  the  findings  and  recommendations  from  the  AAS  Recovery  Team  appointed 
by  the  Administrator. 

In  fiscal  year  1995,  $28,800,000  is  requested  in  Activity  2  funding  for  the  start 
of  fiill  production  of  ISSS  systems. 

AAS-ARTCC  MODERNIZATION  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  detailed  breakdown  and  description 
of  the  $7,600,000  in  AAS  funds  requested  for  ARTCC  moderniza- 
tion. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  estimates  for  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1995  are  subject  to  change 
based  on  the  findings  and  recommendations  from  the  AAS  Recovery  Team  appointed 
by  the  Administrator. 

As  in  past  years,  the  AAS  program  has  supplemented  the  ARTCC  Modernization 
program  to  accomplish  facility  site  preparation  for  AAS  equipment,  such  as,  the 
ISSS  control  room  renovation  and  the  power  system  modification. 

The  $7,600,000  is  budgeted  to  fund  the  ISSS  control  room  renovations  for  2  sites: 
Albuquerque  and  Oakland  ARTCCs. 

ASR-11  SCHEDULE  AND  COST 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  your  overall  schedule  for  the  ASR-11  program 
and  what  is  its  total  estimated  cost? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  ASR-11  program  is  scheduled  for  Department  of  Transportation  Systems  Ac- 
quisition Review  Council  approval  to  advance  to  Key  Decision  Point  2/3,  "Full-Scale 
Development",  in  May  1994. 

Contract  Award  is  planned  for  December  1995. 

Testing  will  be  completed  by  August  1998,  with  a  request  for  Key  Decision  Point 
4,  "Full  Production",  to  follow  in  November  1998. 

The  first  planned  Operational  Readiness  Date  is  in  June  1999,  and  the  last  Oper- 
ational Readiness  Date  in  December  2004. 
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The  ASR-11  program  is  a  joint  program  with  the  Department  of  Defense.  The 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  estimated  program  cost  is  $799.6  million  for  120 
radars,  presuming  that  all  options  are  exercised. 

SYSTEM  SUPPORT  LAB  IMPROVEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  16,  you  state  that  future  requirements  for  im- 
provements at  the  systems  support  lab  at  the  Technical  Center  will 
be  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis.  Why  can't  you  predict  what  fu- 
ture improvements  will  be  needed  at  this  facility? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  need  for  improvements  to  the  System  Support  Lab  is  directly  related  to  when 
new  systems  are  expected  to  be  delivered  for  test  and  evaluation.  Although  the  FAA 
Technical  Center  has  a  Transition  Plan  in  place  that  covers  projected  requirements 
to  the  year  2000,  the  requirements  must  be  validated  each  year  to  account  for 
schedule  changes  to  CIP  projects  which  impact  system  deliverables  to  the  Technical 
Center. 

TECHNICAL  CENTER  OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  19,  you  are  requesting  $9,000,000  for  F&E 
funded  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  Technical  Center.  This 
compares  to  $7,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1994.  How  was  this  figure 
calculated  and  what  is  included  in  it? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Facility  costs  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  NAS  systems  in  the  Tech- 
nical Center  laboratories  are  forecast  for  the  budget  year.  The  costs  calculated  in- 
clude: software  Ucense  fees,  hardware  maintenance  contracts,  computer  operators, 
and  parts,  supplies  and  equipment.  They  are  then  assessed  to  each  appropriation 
based  on  usage.  Facilities  and  Equipment  (F&E)  costs  are  based  upon  the  antici- 
pated hours  required  to  support  individual  F&E  projects  by  the  users. 

The  cost  has  increased  primarily  because  this  is  the  first  year  that  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  the  Human  Factors  Laboratory  is  included  in  this  budget  item. 

PRECISION  AUTOMATED  TRACKING  SYSTEM  (PATS) 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  detailed  description  of  the  objectives 
and  estimated  benefits  of  the  precision  automated  tracking  system 
(PATS). 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  requires  a  highly  accurate,  state  of  the  art  mobile  laser 
tracking  faciUty  to  provide  positioning  data  in  support  of  GPS,  Mode  S,  ILS,  MLS, 
TCAS,  and  other  flight  test  programs  requiring  qualification,  operational  tests,  and 
evjduation.  The  Technical  Center  currently  is  using  a  1975  vintage  PATS  which  is 
obsolete  and  no  longer  maintainable. 

The  operational  benefits  of  a  new  PATS  would  be  an  appreciable  savings  in  sys- 
tem maintenance  and  repair  costs  and  increased  on-line  avaUabihty  of  the  system 
resulting  in  fewer  delays  in  flight  test  schedules. 

The  procurement  of  a  basic  PATS  system  is  underway  with  FY  1994  funding.  The 
RFP  was  released  in  April  1994,  with  contract  award  anticipated  by  the  middle  of 
August  1994.  The  subject  FY  1995  funding  request  is  for  enhancements  to  the  basic 
system  such  as  ground  to  air  telemetry,  on-site  plotting  and  display,  remote  des- 
ignate capabiUties  from  an  acquisition  device  or  other  tracking  system,  and  other 
options. 

PATS — INITIAL  PROCUREMENT  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  The  justifications  state  that  fiscal  year  1995  funds  for 
PATS  would  be  used  to  "execute  priced  options  in  the  initial  pro- 
curement." Is  this  really  for  procurement,  and  if  so,  why  is  it  budg- 
eted under  "engineering,  development,  test  and  evaluation"? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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All  of  the  FAA  Technical  Center's  laboratory  facilities  are  budgeted  under  Activity 
1,  Engineering,  Development,  Test,  and  Evaluation.  PATS  is  a  laser  tracker  which 
will  be  part  of  the  Technical  Center's  test  and  evaluation  facilities. 

LONG  RANGE  RADAR  IN  MAINE — STATUS  AND  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  24,  you  are  requesting  second  year  funding 
of  $10,000,000  to  install  a  long  range  radar  in  Maine.  What  is  the 
status  of  this  project  to  date,  and  what  is  your  future  schedule? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  radar,  spares,  tower,  test  equipment  and  training  have  been  purchased  and 
Caribou,  Maine  has  been  selected  as  the  site.  It  is  planned  to  complete  environ- 
mental studies  and  the  site  design  by  November  1994  and  have  construction  and 
installation  completed  by  September  1996. 

MAINE  LONG  RANGE  RADAR — FUTURE  FUNDING  REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  F&E  funds  be  needed  for  this  system  beyond  fis- 
cal year  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 
No  additional  F&E  funds  are  planned  for  the  Maine  radar  past  fiscal  year  1995. 

NEXRAD — FUND  FOR  REGIONS/CENTERS 

Mr.  Carr.  On  page  30,  you  are  requesting  $10,000,000  in 
NEXRAD  funds  for  "regions/centers."  How  would  these  funds  be 
used? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Funds  for  regions/centers  will  be  used  for  land  acquisition  and  site  preparation 
activities  at  NEXRAD  locations  in  Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  the  Caribbean.  Activities  in- 
clude road  construction,  utilities,  survival  shelters  and  ice  shields  in  Alaska,  and 
power  conditioning  systems. 

INCREASE  FOR  EN  ROUTE  RADAR  FACILITIES 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  a  large  increase  in  the  en  route 
radar  facilities  improvements  program  (from  $5,400,000  to 
$8,898,000).  Why  is  such  an  increase  needed,  and  what  specific  sys- 
tems are  to  be  improved? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  increase  is  required  to  fiind  radome  replacements  that  are  needed  to  accom- 
modate larger  Mode  S  antennas  at  en  route  radar  sites. 

DISPLAY  CHANNEL  COMPLEX 

Mr.  Carr.  Under  separate  budget  line  items,  FAA  is  requesting 
$2  million  in  spare  parts  to  sustain  the  display  channel  complex 
(DCC)  and  $4  million  to  sustain  other  en  route  hardware  while 
waiting  for  ISSS. 

In  previous  years,  FAA  funded  a  potential  DCC  replacement  as 
an  interim  step  to  ISSS.  How  soon  could  a  DCC  replacement  be  de- 
veloped, tested,  and  installed? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  has  continued  to  look  for  alternatives  to  the  Display  Channel  Complex  (DCC) 
even  though  the  previous  interim  solution  was  terminated.  At  least  2  alternatives 
exist.  It  is  expected  that  development,  testing,  and  first  site  installation  of  these  al- 
ternatives would  require  approximately  3  years  following  the  year  of  initial  appro- 
priations for  such  an  effort. 
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DIRECT  ACCESS  RADAR  CHANNEL  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  Will  FAA  have  to  take  other  steps  such  as  replacing 
the  back  up  direct  access  radar  channel  (DARC)  system  to  sustain 
the  en  route  centers  considering  the  major  delays  now  estimated 
for  ISSS? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  no  plans  at  this  time  to  replace  the  DARC  system  prior  to  1999. 

Based  upon  die  result  of  the  recovery  teams  and  the  associated  schedules  of  the 
recovery  plans,  we  will  need  to  evaluate  the  necessity  to  replace  certain  hardware 
such  as  the  Display  Channel  or  the  Plan  View  Display.  Preliminary  work  has  been 
initiated  regarding  replacing  the  Display  Channel. 

ANALYSIS  OF  EN  ROUTE  CENTER  EQUIPMENT  PERFORMANCE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  August  1991,  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
recommended  that  FAA  strengthen  its  equipment  performance 
analysis  especially  regarding  old  en  route  center  equipment  by  ana- 
lyzing databases  in  its  maintenance  management  system.  What 
steps  has  FAA  taken  to  angJyze  and  project  en  route  center  equip- 
ment performance  trends  in  response  to  the  GAO? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  following  actions  were  taken  by  FAA  in  response  to  the  GAO  audit  rec- 
ommendations of  August  1991: 

A  performance  analysis  requirements  study,  which  identified  the  requirements  for 
improved  performance  reporting  on  the  O&M  (Operations  and  Maintenance)  status 
of  NAS  facilities,  was  completed  in  December  1992.  National  reporting  of  corrective 
maintenance  log  data,  which  is  required  for  analysis  by  FAA  headquarters,  was  im- 
plemented in  July  1993. 

An  Equipment  Performance  Analysis  Tool  which  will  be  used  to  analyze  corrective 
maintenance  data,  was  completed  in  September  1993.  An  upgrade  to  Maintenance 
Management  System  software  to  capture  data  on  lowest-replaceable  unit  (LRU)  fail- 
ures, was  deployed  with  MMS  version  4. 1  in  February  1994. 

VOICE  SWITCHING  &  CONTROL  SYSTEM  TSARC  DECISION 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  has  contracted  with  Harris  Corporation  for 
continued  development  and  production  of  the  voice  switching  and 
control  system  (VSCS),  which  will  provide  ground-to-ground  and 
air-to-ground  communications  capabilities.  FAA  is  requesting 
$231.2  million  in  fiscal  year  1995  funds  for  VSCS. 

At  the  time  of  last  year's  budget  deliberations,  FAA  projected 
that  a  full  production  decision  would  be  made  in  December  1993. 
The  Transportation  Systems  Acquisition  Review  Council  (TSARC) 
met  in  March  1994  to  decide  on  full  production  for  VSCS.  What 
was  the  result  of  that  meeting?  When  does  FAA  anticipate  a  full 
production  decision? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  TSARC  decided  that  quarterly  updates  be  given  the  OST  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Administration. 

(a)  the  FAA  acquisition  executive  approves  each  order  (one  per  month)  based  on 
continued  successful  program  progress  reports  provided  to  the  Acquisition  Review 
Committee  each  month. 

(b)  long  lead  items  could  continue  to  be  ordered  to  support  production  systems. 

(c)  a  full  production  decision  would  be  delayed  until  the  successful  completion  of 
OT&E  on  the  VSCS  ORD  build. 

We  anticipate  a  full  production  decision  in  March  1995. 
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VSCS  AVAILABILITY  CONTRACT  SPECIFICATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Based  on  system  development  to  date,  does  FAA  be- 
lieve that  VSCS  will  meet  its  high  availability  contract  specifica- 
tion? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Based  on  VSCS  system  development  and  performance  data  the  availability  al- 
ready meets  the  contract  specification.  This  assessment  is  based  on  the  VSCS  hard- 
ware performance  for  development  items,  commercial  off-the-shelf  components  and 
for  all  systems  currently  operating  in  testing  modes. 

VSCS — ^MAINTAINING  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  summer,  the  Harris  Corporation  submitted  a  re- 
vised project  schedule  projecting  additional  schedule  slippage.  FAA 
did  not  accept  that  schedule.  Why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Extending  the  schedule  would  have  dramatically  increased  the  cost  in  accomplish- 
ing the  program.  Alternatively  the  FAA  and  Harris  management  team  agreed  to  the 
following  actions  that  mitigated  proposed  schedule  shppage: 

(a)  Combined  three  scheduled  software  drops  into  two. 

(b)  Utilize  the  prototype  system  at  the  FAATC  to  run  parallel  testing,  thereby  re- 
ducing sequential  activities. 

(c)  Utihze  the  Salt  Lake  and  Denver  production  systems  in  the  test  beds  to  verify 
production  software  releases. 

VSCS-ISSS  SOFTWARE  PRODUCTION 

Mr.  Carr.  Much  of  the  software  for  VSCS  ISSS  capability,  18  to 
20  percent,  will  not  be  tested  until  late  this  year.  The  software  is 
required  to  support  the  automatic  reconfiguration  capability.  Given 
the  amount  of  development  work  that  remains  and  the  projected 
major  slippage  in  the  ISSS  schedule,  why  does  FAA  believe  it 
needs  to  move  into  production  at  this  time? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fundamental  change  required  to  implement  capability  required  for  ISSS  is  Si- 
multaneous Kemal.  The  Simultaneous  Kemal  is  the  change  to  the  VSCS  data  struc- 
ture that  allows  sectors  in  the  centers  to  have  their  edr-to-ground  and  ground-to- 
ground  resources  reconfigured  in  parallel  (i.e.  simultaneously).  The  previous  ap- 
proach was  to  reconfigure  each  sector  one  at  a  time.  This  fiinction  has  been  incor- 
porated in  the  software  package  being  developed  for  ORD  at  Seattle,  and  success- 
fully tested  at  the  FAA's  Technical  Center  in  March  1994.  On  the  VSCS  program, 
only  a  small  part  of  this  software  is  needed  to  support  the  AAS/ISSS  system.  The 
major  part  of  the  VSCS  ISSS  software  drop  (5%  additional  coding)  supports  addi- 
tional runctionaUty  to  provide  operational  enhancements  and  supplemental  ISSS  re- 
configuration capabilities. 

Because  the  VSCS  ISSS  software  build  is  small  and  is  not  required  for  VSCS  to 
be  declared  operationally  suitable  as  a  communication  system  for  the  existing  M- 
1  control  room  there  is  very  low  risk  to  the  program  by  continuing  to  produce  VSCS 
hardware.  Additionally,  an  analysis  of  the  impact  on  the  program  cost  of  delaying 
the  continued  production  of  VSCS  software  until  the  completion  of  the  ORD  oper- 
ational test  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  showed  that  such  a  delay  would  increase 
cost  by  an  estimated  $100  million.  This  estimate  was  based  on  a  joint  FAA/vendor 
review  of  the  entire  program  which  was  presented  to  the  FAA  Acquisition  Review 
Council  and  subsequently  to  the  OST  Transportation  Systems  Acquisition  Review 
Council  in  March  1994. 

VSCS-430  POSITION  SWITCH  OPERATIONAL  REQUIREMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA  is  purchasing  a  VSCS  that  will  support  430  con- 
troller positions.  In  years  past,  FAA  stated  that  this  requirement 
was  driven  by  consolidation.  FAA  now  asserts  that  this  430  posi- 
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tion  requirement  is  driven  by  the  need  to  simultaneously  support 
the  old  M-1  consoles  and  ISSS  during  transition.  Given  that  ISSS 
transition  will  be  done  sector-by-sector,  what  is  the  true  oper- 
ational requirement  for  the  430  position  switch? 
[The  information  follows:] 

When  the  VSCS  specification  was  prepared  in  1983,  both  the  ACF  consolidation 
and  need  for  VSCS  to  operate  in  both  the  existing  and  new  control  rooms  during 
ISSS  transition  drove  the  VSCS  sizing  requirement.  After  the  consolidation  plan 
was  revised,  the  VSCS  size  was  re-evaluated.  The  ISSS  transition  was  found  to  im- 
pose essentially  the  same  sizing  requirements  as  did  consolidation. 

The  ISSS  sector-by-sector  transition  plan  has  been  reviewed  by  the  FAA  and  does 
not  reduce  the  VSCS  sizing  requirement.  That  is,  if  the  VSCS  size  were  reduced 
based  on  a  sector  of  the  old  control  room  being  permanently  transitioned  to  the  new 
control  room,  both  the  existing  HOST  and  AAS/ISSS  woula  have  to  be  operating  si- 
multaneously as  operational  systems.  This  would  dictate  that  operational  readiness 
be  declared  on  a  sector  of  the  AAS/ISSS  before  the  entire  center  had  been  tested 
using  the  AAS/ISSS  software. 

To  avoid  risk  it  is  necessary  that  VSCS  "shadow"  communications  in  the  existing 
M-1  control  room  until  all  the  sectors  have  been  successfully  transitioned.  This 
"shadowing"  capability  drives  the  VSCS  position  sizing  to  the  current  specification 
sizing  requirement. 

REQUIREMENT  FOR  BACKUP  EMERGENCY  COMMUNICATIONS  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA  is  requesting  $3,000,000  to  replace  the  backup 
emergency  communications  (BUEC)  system  at  en  route  centers. 
Why  is  a  new  BUEC  system  necessary  if  VSCS  is  expected  to  have 
such  high  levels  of  reliability? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  VSCS  is  an  internal  switching  system  which  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  exter- 
nal transmission  path  in  the  communication  system  (where  most  outages  occur). 
The  Backup  Emergency  Communication  (BUEC)  system  is  a  backup  to  the  radios 
and  transmission  path  portion  of  the  communication  system.  BUEC  can  operate 
with  or  without  VSCS.  The  BUEC  system  is  not  intended  to  backup  the  VSCS  sys- 
tem, but  rather,  is  driven  by  it. 

The  existing  BUEC  system  is  expensive  to  maintain.  The  hardware  and  tech- 
nology are  obsolete,  and  spare  parts  are  no  longer  available.  The  FAA  Depot  has 
contracted,  at  great  expense,  for  reverse  engineering,  and  remanufacture  of  the  nec- 
essary parts  to  continue  to  support  the  original  BUEC  system  over  the  past  few 
years.  The  existing  BUEC  system  has  been  identified  as  a  high  priority  mainte- 
nance concern  for  the  FAA. 

TERMINAL  DOPPLER  WEATHER  RADAR  SITING  PROBLEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  terminal  doppler  weather  radar  [TDWR)  is  a 
weather  radar  designed  primarily  to  detect  hazardous  weather  con- 
ditions such  as  wind  shear  and  microbursts  around  airports  and  to 
send  this  information  to  air  traffic  controllers. 

The  FAA  is  procuring  47  TDWRs  from  the  Raytheon  Corporation. 
Funds  for  the  47  radars  have  been  provided  in  previous  fiscal 
years.  Implementation  of  the  first  TDWR  has  been  delayed  from 
June  1993  to  at  least  April  1994,  and  FAA  is  unable  to  provide  a 
last  site  implementation  date  because  one-third  of  the  sites  need  to 
be  relocated  due  to  objections  of  local  citizens  or  environmental 
problems.  The  TDWR  has  been  under  contract  since  1988.  Why  has 
FAA  only  now  discovered  these  siting  problems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  TDWR  siting  activities  started  about  a  year  after  the  TDWR  contract  award. 
This  delay  was  caused  by  a  protest  of  the  siting  contract  award.  Since  that  time, 
the  FAA  has  prepared  the  environmental  impact  statement  and  identified  specific 
sites  for  the  radars.  A  number  of  problems  have  been  encountered  at  specific  sites 
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throughout  the  siting  process.  These  problems  include  environmental  concerns  (wet- 
lands, Native  American  artifacts,  endangered  species,  and  hazardous  waste),  real  es- 
tate concerns  (landowners  changing  their  minds  on  selling  sites,  inability  to  agree 
on  a  price  for  the  land,  etc.)  and  public  opposition.  All  of  these  issues  are  worked 
as  soon  as  they  are  identified.  At  the  present  time,  sites  have  been  identified  for 
43  locations.  We  will  continue  to  examine  alternatives  for  the  remaining  four  loca- 
tions. 

TDWR  CONTRACT  FOR  DELIVERY 

Mr.  Carr.  What  actions  does  FAA  intend  to  take? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  contract  for  deUvery  of  TDWRs  has  been  extended  to  match  the  expected  site 
availabihty.  Sites  for  four  systems  may  not  be  available  until  the  TDWR  contract 
has  ended.  If  this  is  the  case,  the  FAA  will  install  these  systems  under  a  separate 
contract. 

TDWR — ^ADEQUATE  DETECTION  CAPABILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Presumably  the  FAA  had  chosen  the  best  sites  for 
these  radars  initially.  Therefore,  can  we  assume  that  changes  in 
sites  will  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  the  TDWR  in  detecting 
microbursts  and  wind  shear? 

[The  information  follows:] 

At  nearly  every  TDWR  location,  there  is  more  than  one  location  that  will  provide 
adequate  detection  of  microbursts  and  wind  shear  at  the  airport.  When  sites  need 
to  be  changed,  this  capability  is  not  impacted.  What  is  usually  impacted  in  these 
site  changes  is  the  total  site  cost  (longer  utility  runs,  longer  access  roads,  etc.)  or 
the  coverage  of  weather  conditions  at  longer  ranges.  For  example,  if  a  TDWR  site 
must  be  shifted  from  one  side  of  the  airport  to  the  other  side,  the  coverage  of  wind 
shear  at  the  airport  will  not  be  affected  but  the  detection  of  weather  conditions  ap- 
proaching the  airi>ort  might  not  be  optimum. 

TDWR — MAJOR  CAUSE  FOR  DELAY 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA  paid  incentives  to  Raytheon  for  early  delivery  of 
the  TDWR.  However,  operational  testing  has  now  revealed  prob- 
lems with  the  radar  which  are  dela3dng  implementation.  What  is 
the  major  cause  of  the  delay,  and  why  were  those  problems  not  dis- 
covered during  factory  testing  of  TDWR? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  problems  detected  during  operational  testing  of  the  TDWR  primarily  con- 
cerned system  reliability  in  two  areas.  These  areas  are  antenna  pedestal  motors  and 
computer  interrupts.  The  failure  in  the  pedestal  motors  only  occurred  after  the  sys- 
tem had  been  operated  for  several  months.  The  motors  operated  without  problem 
during  the  period  of  factory  tests.  The  computer  interrupts  were  random  intermit- 
tent failures  of  short  duration  that  occurred  every  several  days  when  the  system 
was  operated  without  changing  channels.  The  factory  tests  were  designed  with  fi-e- 
quent  channel  changes  to  put  the  maximum  stress  on  the  system.  The  attempt  to 
put  maximum  stress  on  the  system  during  tests  allowed  this  particular  problem  to 
go  undetected  until  operational  testing. 

REAL  TIME  WEATHER  PROCESSOR  (RWP) — IG  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  has  combined  en  route  weather  require- 
ments from  its  meteorological  weather  processor  [MWP)  and  the 
real  time  weather  processor  (RWP)  into  a  new  project  called  the 
weather  and  radar  processor  (WARP).  FAA  has  approved  the  mis- 
sion need  statement  for  WARP  £ind  intends  to  award  a  full  scale 
development  and  limited  production  contract  using  $4,700,000  in 
fiscal  year  1995  funds. 
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The  IG  issued  a  report  in  December  1993  which  recommended 
that  FAA  conduct  an  operational  demonstration  with  the  existing 
RWP  prototype  in  order  to  gain  more  information  on  controller  re- 
quirements before  proceeding  with  additional  procurement  (such  as 
will  be  purchased  under  WARP).  Does  FAA  agree  with  the  OIG  rec- 
ommendations regarding  RWP?  If  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  does  not  agree  with  the  OIG  report  regarding  RWP.  The  RWP  prototype 
validated  the  functionality  of  producing  weather  radar  mosaic  products.  Since  the 
RWP  was  developed,  commercial  industry  has  developed  this  capability.  We  have 
changed  our  acquisition  strategy  to  take  advantage  of  technology  advances  by  com- 
mercial industry,  and  will  procure  a  primarily  off-the-shelf  weather  system  that  will 
be  more  cost  effective  than  continuing  with  the  RWP  acquisition.  We  do  not  believe 
it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Government  to  continue  expending  funds  testing  the 
RWP  prototype,  since  the  software  was  fully  tested  through  development  testing. 
WARP  will  be  fully  tested  through  an  operational  test  to  ensure  that  performance 
satisfies  all  validated  requirements. 

WARP — RISK  REDUCTION  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Carr,  What  risk-reduction  activities  does  FAA  intend  to  pur- 
sue as  part  of  WARP  concept  demonstration/validation  before  pro- 
ceeding into  full  scale  development? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  will  provide  industry  with  a  draft  request  for  proi>osal  RFP)  for  their 
review  and  comment.  The  final  RFP  will  also  include  the  RWP  prototype  design  doc- 
imientation  and  software  code  as  government  furnished  information  (GFI).  The  de- 
sign doctmientation  will  show  industry  exactly  how  the  RWP  prototype  acquired  and 
processed  weather  radar  data.  In  addition,  as  part  of  the  technical  evaluation  of  pro- 

Eosals  the  FAA  will  require  an  operational  capabilities  demonstration  (OCD)  of  all 
idders.  This  will  insiu-e  that  the  winning  contractor  has  a  commercial  by  available 
system  as  a  baseline  to  build  upon. 

WARP  ACQUISITION  STRATEGY 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA  originally  intended  RWP  to  work  with  the  area 
control  computer  complex  (ACCC)  segment  of  AAS.  In  this  year's 
budget  justifications  for  WARP,  it  states  that  WARP  funding  is 
needed  to  meet  testing  dates  for  the  initial  sector  suite  system 
(ISSS).  Has  FAA  accelerated  its  weather  requirements  to  the  ISSS 
segment?  Given  ISSS  schedule  delays,  does  FAA  still  need  to 
award  a  WARP  contract  in  fiscal  year  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  WARP  acquisition  strategy  is  a  staged  approach  to  satisfy  two  mission  needs: 
mosaicing  NEXRAD  radars  ancTproviding  the  mosaic  product  for  air  traffic  display 
and  the  replacement  of  the  existing  Meteorologist  Weather  Processor  system  (MWP 
I).  The  FAA  has  decided  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  mosa- 
ics earlier  to  controllers  through  the  ISSS  segment  of  AAS.  Even  if  ISSS  were  de- 
layed, there  is  still  a  need  to  award  a  WARP  contract  in  fiscal  year  1995  to  satisfy 
the  second  mission  need. 

RWP  SOFTWARE  TO  WARP  CONTRACTOR 

Mr.  Carr,  Given  serious  problems  with  RWP  software  cited  in 
test  reports,  why  does  FAA  intend  to  furnish  the  RWP  software  to 
the  WARP  contractor? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  RWP  software  was  developed  to  FAA  software  standard  2 167. A,  and  the  in- 
tended functionality  was  validated  through  development  testing.  The  aforemen- 
tioned problems  were  not  with  the  functionality  of  the  software  but,  rather,  with  its 
operational  suitability.  Since  the  FAA  does  not  plan  to  utilize  this  software  oper- 
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ationally  it  will  be  provided  to  industry  for  information  only.  Providing  the  RWP 
prototype  software  as  "government  furnished  information"  (GFI)  will  not  require  the 
contractor  to  use  the  software,  but  will  show  the  WARP  contractor  what  algorithm 
techniques  the  FAA  employed  for  compositing  and  mosaicing.  Although  offerors  are 
not  required  to  use  GFI,  the  information  is  made  available  as  guidance.  Further, 
offerors  won't  have  to  expend  resovux;es  attempting  to  figure  oi\t  the  algorithm  tech- 
niques employed  for  compositing  and  mosaicing.  Additionally,  the  WARP  contractor 
will  have  access  to  communication  software,  which  is  compatible  with  software  ex- 
pected to  interface  with  WARP.  This  will  minimize  the  technical  risk  and  cost  for 
the  acquisition. 

DBRITE  funding/benefits 

Mr.  Care.  Digital  bright  radar  tower  equipment  (DBRITE)  is 
used  to  assist  tower  controllers  in  identifying  and  sequencing  air 
traffic.  The  FAA  previously  purchased  and  deployed  258  DBRITEs. 
It  now  intends  to  purchase  an  additional  130  DBRITEs  under  a 
sole  source  contract.  FAA  is  requesting  $2,700,000  in  fiscal  year 
1995  funds  for  the  new  DBRITE  procurement.  How  many 
DBRITEs  does  FAA  intend  to  purchase  with  the  fiscal  year  1995 
funds? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1995  funding  shovdd  be  sufficient  to  exercise  one  contract  option 
for  equipment  at  17  locations. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  FAA  measured  any  safety  or  efficiency  benefits 
from  the  original  258  systems  as  support  for  this  new  procurement? 
[The  information  follows:] 

DBRITE  terminal  traffic  data  reduces  the  risk  of  terminal  area  collisions  by  pro- 
viding controllers  improved  visual  display  of  aircraft  position  information  in  high 
ambient  light  conditions  found  in  airport  traffic  control  towers.  DBRITE  provides 
controllers  with  improved  capability  to  positively  identify  aircraft.  As  a  result,  the 
controllers  can  better  guide  lost  or  disoriented  pilots. 

The  benefit/cost  analysis  done  for  the  new  eqviipment  has  shown  that: 

Establishment  of  DBRITE  has  resulted  in  reduced  delays.  Dvuing  high  volume 
and/or  reduced  visibility  conditions,  DBRITE  has  been  estimated  to  reduce  flying 
time  by  2.5  minutes. 

DBRITE  has  much  greater  reliability  than  predecessor  equipment.  These  new  sys- 
tems have  resxilted  in  a  reduction  in  maintenance  labor  of  approximately  90  percent 
for  air  traffic  control  tower  display  systems. 

DBRITE — BENEFIT/COST  DATA 

Mr.  Carr.  Does  FAA  have  benefit/cost  data  to  support  DBRITE 
sites  to  be  funded  in  fiscal  year  1995? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes.  At  initiation  a  benefit'cost  analysis  was  performed  for  the  program  in  total 
which  served  to  cover  all  locations.  This  analysis  resulted  in  an  overall  program 
benefit/cost  ratio  of  1.23/1.  There  are  no  current  plans  to  perform  benefit/cost  analy- 
ses for  individual  sites. 

FAA  ACQUISITION  POLICY  AND  PROCEDURES 

Mr.  Carr.  Over  the  past  several  years,  the  FAA  has  made 
progress  in  putting  its  acquisition  policies  and  procedures  in  ac- 
cordance with  generally  accepted  Federal  guidance,  particularly 
0MB  Circular  A- 109.  However,  the  GAO  and  others  continue  to  re- 
port that  problems  exist.  Why  is  FAA  not  moving  faster  to  issue 
detailed  guidance  on  new  acquisition  policy  documents  such  as 
operational  requirements  documents  and  risk  management  plans? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  FAA  has  begun  a  comprehensive  acquisition  policy  modernization  initiative 
to  reduce  the  steps  in  the  acquisition  process  to  the  minimum  effective  set;  consoli- 
date the  140  acquisition-related  FAA  orders  into  a  single,  comprehensive,  multi-vol- 
ume set;  and  issue  detailed  guidance  for  use  by  acquisition  specialists  in  the  devel- 
opment of  critical  program  docimientation  such  as  risk  management  plans  and  oper- 
ational requirements  dociunents.  Several  important  products  are  well  along  in  their 
development.  These  include  detailed  guidance  of  the  development  of  risk  manage- 
ment plans;  a  manual  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  specifications  for  NAS  systems, 
equipment,  and  services;  comprehensive,  tailored  pohcy  for  the  acqmsition  of  facili- 
ties; a  handbook  on  test  planning,  conduct,  and  reporting;  an  improved  process  for 
independent  operational  test  and  evaluation;  a  comprehensive  instruction  for  the  de- 
velopment of  test  and  evaluation  master  plans;  detailed  policy  governing  the  transi- 
tion of  systems  and  equipment  from  development  to  operation  in  the  field;  and  an 
instruction  on  the  preparation  of  program  implementation  plans. 

MISSION  NEED  STATEMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA  currently  still  lacks  a  feedback  loop  at  the  end 
of  a  new  system's  deplo5anent  that  would  measure  system  perform- 
ance and  effectiveness  and  thus  put  the  agency  in  a  position  to  gen- 
erate well-supported  mission  need  statements.  What  is  FAA  doing 
to  address  this  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  working  aggressively  to  achieve  this  capability.  The  process  steps  and 
work  elements  necessary  to  support  mission  need  statements  with  the  performance 
and  effectiveness  of  systems  in  the  field  have  been  identified  (Mission  Need  Deter- 
mination Report,  dated  August  23,  1993).  A  follow-on  Requirements  Determination 
Quahty  Act  Team  chartered  by  the  Acquisition  Management  Quality  Management 
Board  is  now  developing  a  policy  document  and  implementation  plan  for  instituting 
that  capability  within  FAA.  The  pohcy  document  will  define  a  process  that  first  de- 
termines and  then  compares  the  performance  and  effectiveness  of  systems  operating 
in  the  field  with  what  will  be  required  to  meet  current  and  future  needs  of  our  cus- 
tomers. A  mission  need  statement  will  be  generated  onlv  when  a  capability  shortfall 
is  identified  and  that  shortfall  cannot  be  satisfied  by  low-cost,  non-acquisition 
means.  The  implementation  plan  will  define  time-phased  activities  for  instituting 
the  capabilities  and  resptonsibilities  necessary  for  evolution  from  the  existing  quali- 
tative methodology  of  mission  need  analysis  to  a  date-driven,  quantitetive  process. 
The  mission  needanalysis  policy  dociunent  is  schedided  for  completion  in  June  1994 
with  the  implementation  plan  to  follow  by  September  1994. 

MISSION  NEED  STATEMENT  PROCESS — GAO  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  What  actions  has  FAA  taken  in  response  to  GAO's  re- 
port on  the  mission  need  statement  process  "Air  Traffic  Control: 
Justifications  for  Capital  Investments  Need  Strengthening"  (GAO/ 
RCED-93-55)? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  GAO  report  contains  two  recommendations: 

1.  Approve  only  those  mission  need  stetements  that  are  well  supported  with  ana- 
lytical evidence  of  current  and  projected  needs. 

2.  Revise  the  FAA's  guidance  on  mission  need  stetements  to  emphasize  mission 
analysis  as  the  starting  point  for  acquisitions. 

Regarding  the  first  GAO  recommendation,  all  mission  need  stetements  must  be 
reviewed  by  a  senior-level  review  board,  the  Acquisition  Review  Committee  (ARC), 
and  approved  by  ite  Chairperson,  the  FAA  Acquisition  Executive.  Analytical  evi- 
dence of  need,  demonstrated  by  quantitetive  date,  is  a  principal  consideration  in  the 
ARC'S  deUberations.  Over  the  past  year,  nvunerous  mission  need  stetements  have 
been  disapproved  for  lack  of  quantitetive  date  or  well  substentiated  evidence  of 
need.  Other  mission  need  stetements,  that  might  have  been  presented  for  approval 
in  the  past  with  a  lack  of  supporting  quantitative  date,  are  now  being  more  com- 
prehensively prepared  before  submittal. 

Regarding  the  second  GAO  recommendation,  all  published  guidance  on  mission 
need  stetemente  has  been  revised  to  emphasize  date-driven,  quantitetive  mission 
analysis.  FAA's  comprehensive  new  acquisition  policy.  Order  18 10.  IF,  stresses  this 
new  requirement  and  provides  specific  instructions  in  this  regard  for  mission  need 
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statement  document  preparation.  New  revisions  to  the  FAA's  Capital  Investment 
Plan  and  RE&D  Plan  process  documents  emphasize  mission  analysis,  clear  defini- 
tion of  need,  and  use  of  quantitative,  substantiated  data.  Instructions  for  the  pres- 
entation of  mission  need  statements  to  the  ARC  for  approval  now  require  the  inclu- 
sion of  quantitative  data  to  support  the  need  for  the  program.  In  addition,  there  is 
an  ongoing  effort  to  institute  the  capability  to  systematically  determine  future  mis- 
sion needs  based  on  substantive,  quantitative  evidence.  Guidance  documents  wUl  be 
revised  to  reflect  additional  improvements  in  mission  analysis  as  recommendations 
emerge  from  the  working  group  conducting  this  effort. 

ACQUISITION  PROCESS  REFORM — MAJOR  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  does  FAA  view  as  its  major  accomplishments  in 
reforming  its  acquisition  process  over  the  last  year? 
[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  has  made  many  significant  accomplishments.  They  include  the  following: 
Top-level  acquisition  poUcy  was  revised  and  reissued  to  fully  implement  OMB  Cir- 
oilar  A- 109  and  DOT  poUcy.  The  new  FAA  poUcy  presents  a  comprehensive  over- 
view of  the  entire  acquisition  process.  It  radically  changes  the  way  policy  is  pre- 
sented and  greatly  clarifies  the  process  by  showing  acquisition  as  a  sequence  of 
events,  clearly  defining  the  required  output  of  each  step  and  specifically  identifying 
who  is  responsible  for  accomplishing  the  work. 

An  Acquisition  System  Configuration  Control  Board  was  established  to  manage 
FAA  acquisition  poUcy.  This  new  approach  fosters  a  system  view  of  acquisition, 
streamlines  the  policy  review  and  approval  process,  and  consolidates  control  of  the 
process.  The  Board  is  supported  by  a  computer-based  anal5rtical  tool  used  to  rigor- 
ously and  systematically  identify  and  eUminate  redundant  or  unnecessary  process 
requireniente. 

Policy  was  revised  for  several  functional  areas  including  Integrated  Logistics  Sup- 
port, Deployment  Readiness  Review,  Human  Factors,  and  prociu-ement.  Require- 
ments determination  and  program  identification  methods  were  clarified  and  en- 
hanced. The  elements  of  mission  analysis  required  for  the  generation  of  quantitative 
Mission  Need  Statements  were  defined.  The  process  of  development  of  the  Capital 
Investment  Plan  and  the  Research,  Engineering  and  Development  Plan  were  refined 
for  the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  cycle.  Several  procurement  policy  documents  were 
canceled  or  replaced  with  guidance,  and  some  interned  processes  were  streamlined. 

The  Credit  Card  Program  continues  to  be  strongly  encourage  for  purchases  below 
$25,000.  Use  of  credit  cards  has  increased  and  additional  new  users  are  anticipated 
in  the  near  future.  Under  Title  II,  Federal  Aviation  Act  Amendments,  Section  303 
was  amended  to  provide  the  FAA  with  authority  under  section  2304(c)(1)  of  Title 
10,  use  to  limit  competition.  During  the  past  year,  FAA  streamlined  certain  acqui- 
sitions using  this  authority.  Also  under  this  Title,  authority  was  granted  to  FAA  to 
enter  into  a  contract,  on  a  sole  source  basis,  to  operate  an  airport  traffic  control 
tower  classified  as  a  level  I  visual  flight  rules  tower.  This  authority  has  allowed  con- 
tract awards  to  be  made  in  an  expeditious  manner. 

There  were  numerous  initiatives  across  the  acquisition  community  to  provide  tools 
and  information  to  enable  acquisition  professionals  to  accomplish  required  tasks. 
Examples  include  guides  for  preparation  of  21  required  planning  documents,  an  up- 
date to  the  Acquisition  Guide  for  Program  Managers  which  provides  practical  "how- 
to"  guidance,  a  training  manual  for  the  conduct  of  independent  operational  test  and 
evaluation,  and  structured  formats  for  presentations  to  the  Acquisition  Review  Com- 
mittee and  for  Major  Acquisition  Reviews. 

ARC — ^MAJOR  ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  does  FAA  view  as  the  major  accomplishments 

of  the  ARC  during  this  past  year? 

[The  information  follows:] 

During  the  past  12  months,  the  ARC  has  reviewed  approximately  140  proposed 
acquisition  actions.  About  50  percent  of  the  proposed  actions  were  not  approved  by 
the  ARC  for  various  reasons,  and  many  are  being  reworked  for  resubmittal.  The 
major  accomplishment  has  been  the  gradual  recognition  on  the  part  of  the  program 
sponsors  and  managers  that  the  requirement  for  ARC  approval  of  Mission  Need 
Statements  and  other  acquisition  documents  must  be  met  or  the  program  wiU  not 
be  approved.  The  submittels  have  improved  considerably,  and  initiatives  have  been 
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launched  to  improve  the  FAA's  ability  to  develop  and  gather  the  quantitative  infor- 
mation required  to  support  mission  needs. 

ACQUISITION  PROCESS — ^IMPROVEMENT  PLANS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  actions  does  FAA  plan  in  the  near  future  to  im- 
prove its  acquisition  process? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  many  initiatives  planned  or  underway  for  improvement  of  FAA's  acqm- 
sition  process.  The  following  are  some  of  the  more  significant  ones. 

In  1994  we  wiU  begin  a  multi-year  effort  to  reengineer  the  acquisition  system.  The 
goal  of  this  effort  is  to  establish  an  optimized  acquisition  system  that  will  let  FAA 
operate  more  like  a  business.  The  reengineering  team  wm  identify  fundamental 
processes,  streamUne  those  processes  to  essential,  customer-focused,  product-ori- 
ented tasks,  determine  information  requirements,  develop  tools,  and  restructure  the 
FAA  so  that  aveulable  resources  are  effectively  focused  on  those  essential  tasks.  A 
key  part  of  acquisition  system  reengineering  is  an  initiative  known  as  policy  mod- 
ernization. Policy  modernization  wm  substantially  reduce  the  number  of  internal 
regulations  and  improve  the  presentation  of  process  information  in  a  single,  com- 
prehensive policy  document.  There  is  also  a  related  effort  to  reduce  internal  regula- 
tions in  the  contracting  area. 

The  Integrated  Product  Development  System  (IPDS)  will  be  implemented  on  a 
pilot  basis  for  three  major  acquisitions  in  1994.  IPDS  is  a  program  management  ap- 
proach that  extends  and  enhances  the  current  matrix  management  approach.  It  es- 
tablishes cross-functional,  product  oriented  teams  for  program  planning  and  deci- 
sion-making and  improves  the  responsiveness  of  the  overall  acqviisition  process. 
IPDS  will  be  fiUly  implemented  in  conjunction  with  acquisition  system 
reengineering. 

The  planning  and  scheduling  process  for  acquisition  programs  is  being  overhauled 
to  provide  timely,  accurate,  and  credible  programmatic  information.  Results  will  in- 
clude issuance  of  an  FAA  program  planning  guidance  document,  incorporation  of  all 
acquisition  programs  into  one  master  schedule  system  and  standardization  in  the 
establishment  and  control  of  schedule  baselines  and  milestones. 

Forty-five  specific  initiatives  that  require  no  external  approval  have  been  identi- 
fied and  will  be  accomplished.  These  initiatives  include  actions  related  to  require- 
ments determination,  acquisition  policy  and  procedure,  workforce  education  and 
tools,  communication  with  industry,  contracting,  and  oversight. 

DIAMOND  HEAD  CENTER/RADAR  APPROACH  CONTROL  FACILITY 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  year,  the  FAA  planned  to  begin  construction  of 
a  new  combined  center/radar  approach  (CERAP)  control  facility  in 
fiscal  year  1996.  What  is  the  current  status  and  estimated  schedule 
for  this  effort? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Two  recent  FAA  decisions  have  delayed  progress  on  the  Honolulu  CERAP  reloca- 
tion and  construction:  Umited  consolidation  and  the  indefinite  postponement  of  the 
Area  Computer  Control  Complex  (ACCC)  of  the  AAS  program.  Based  on  these 
changes,  a  report  to  assess  the  requirement  to  relocate  the  facility,  identify  potential 
automation  equipment  alternatives  and  review  the  effect  of  limited  consoUdation  is 
currently  underway. 

DIAMOND  HEAD  CERAP  BENEFIT/COST  STUDY 

Mr.  Carr.  The  current  site  is  in  Diamond  Head  crater  in  Hono- 
lulu. Even  though  the  FAA  originally  planned  to  expand  the  exist- 
ing facility,  the  Hawaii  Congressional  delegation  favored  a  new 
site.  Has  the  FAA  performed  a  benefit-cost  study  comparing  alter- 
native sites  for  the  new  facility? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  Honolulu  CERAP  relocation  conceptual  engineering  report  was  completed  Feb- 
ruary 1993.  The  report  contains  the  analyses  of  4  alternative  general  areas  and  in- 
formation was  gathered  on  specific  sites. 
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PHILADELPHIA  AIRPORT  PRECISION  RUNWAY  MONITOR 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  most  recent  analyses,  does  Philadel- 
phia International  Airport  qusdify  for  a  precision  runway  monitor, 
and  if  so,  are  there  other  sites  which  don't  have  such  a  radar  and 
have  a  higher  requirement? 

[The  information  follows:] 

According  to  the  most  recent  analyses,  based  on  plans  to  complete  installation  of 
a  new  commuter  runway  by  1999,  Philadelphia  International  Airport  qualifies  for 
a  precision  runway  monitor  (PRM)  radar.  No  other  site  presently  demonstrates  a 
higher  requirement. 

ALASKA  NEXRAD  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  current  status  of  efforts  to  install 
NEXRAD  systems  in  Alaska,  and  what  is  the  benefit-cost  ratio  of 
adding  two  additional  systems  to  the  seven  already  planned  for 
Alaska? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  directed  in  the  Fiscal  Year  1993  Appropriations  Act,  the  FAA  has  installed  Air 
Force  (single  channel)  NEXRADs  at  Anchorage  and  Fairbanks.  These  systems  will 
be  upgraded  to  the  FAA  dual  channel  configuration  in  1995.  The  King  Salmon 
NEXRAD  will  also  be  installed  in  1995.  The  remaining  four  NEXRAD's  in  Alaska 
(Bethel,  Nome,  Middleton  Island,  and  Sitka)  will  be  installed  in  fiscal  years  1996 
and  1997. 

The  benefit-cost  ratio  for  an  additional  NEXRAD  at  McGrath,  AK,  is  0.091.  The 
benefit-cost  ratio  for  additional  NEXRAD  at  Cold  Bay,  AK,  is  0.086.  Sites  need  to 
have  a  benefit-cost  ratio  of  1.0  or  higher  to  be  considered  beneficial. 

ADVANCED  LANDING  SYSEM 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  FAA's  view  of  the  advanced  landing  sys- 
tem (ALS),  and  are  any  funds  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  re- 
quest for  that  technology? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Advanced  Navigation  &  Positioning  Corporation  (ANPC)  of  Hood  River,  Oregon  is 
developing  the  Transponder  Landing  System  (TLS)  (previously  called  ALS)  for  use 
as  a  non-Federal  navigation  aid  that  can  be  certified  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulation  Part  171.  The  TLS  uses  a  transponder-based  ranging 
technology  to  provide  instrument  landing  system  (ILS)  category  1  equivalent  course 
guidance.  The  technology  Umits  the  TLS  to  single  aircraft  approaches,  but  it  allows 
file  system  to  be  sited  at  locations  where  a  conventional  ILS  cannot  be  located.  Al- 
though the  TLS  ground  equipment  is  more  expensive  than  an  ILS,  total  installation 
costs  may  be  less  at  locations  where  an  ILS  would  require  extensive  site  grading. 
Because  the  TLS  uses  existing  aircraft  avionics,  this  makes  the  system  a  potentially 
attractive  candidate  for  non-Federal  approaches  at  low  density  airports  or  private 
use  facilities  where  an  ILS  cannot  be  sited.  TLS  development  is  being  partially  sup- 
ported by  the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  (ARPA).  The  technology  shows 
very  good  potential  for  use  in  a  tactical  military  environment.  The  FAA  is  prepared 
to  provide  flight  test  support  to  the  ARPA  effort,  and  is  directly  supporting  ANPC's 
efforts  to  certify  the  system  for  non-Federal  use  in  category  I  precision  landing  oper- 
ations. However,  we  have  no  funds  allocated  in  1995,  nor  in  the  out-years,  for  devel- 
oping TLS  technology,  nor  for  acquiring  or  installing  TLS  equipment.  If  the  system 
can  be  demonstrated  to  achieve  the  appropriate  accuracy  and  integrity  require- 
ments, we  would  consider  the  TLS  for  its  intended  purpose:  approach  and  departure 
guidance  at  low-density  airports. 

VSCS — ^LACK  OF  ENGINEERING  DEVELOPMENT  FUNDING 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  requesting  no  funding  under  "engineering  de- 
velopment, test  and  evaluation"  in  fiscal  year  1995  for  the  VSCS 
program.  A  total  of  $231,200,000  is  included  under  "procurement 
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and  modernization  of  ATC  facilities  and  equipment."  However,  I 
understand  that  there  is  significant  development  work  remaining, 
particularly  in  the  software.  In  fact,  OST  has  put  restrictions  on 
the  production  rate  because  of  the  remaining  development  work. 
Given  this,  why  aren't  you  showing  any  portion  of  fiscal  year  1995 
fiinding  under  engineering  development? 
[The  information  follows:] 

At  the  time  the  FY  1995  budget  was  submitted,  FAA  expected  to  be  in  full  produc- 
tion in  March  1994.  Even  though  TSARC  ultimately  approved  a  modified  production 
decision,  all  production  systems  being  delivered  meet  full  production  criteria.  We 
feel  that  the  $231.2  million  is  correctly  categorized  under  Activity  2,  Procurement 
and  Modernization  of  ATC  Facihties  and  Equipment.  This  includes  $24.0  million  of 
protot3rpe  development  software  upgrades  and  planned  product  improvements. 

TACAN  ANTENNA  OPERATIONAL  TEST  FINDINGS 

Mr.  Care.  I  understand  that  the  TACAN  antenna  did  not  per- 
form well  during  last  year's  operational  test.  What  were  the  spe- 
cific findings  of  that  test,  and  are  you  still  planning  to  move  for- 
ward with  this  program,  given  those  problems? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  is  a  simimary  of  the  specific  findings  of  the  Integration  and  Operational  Test 
and  Evaluation  where  the  antenna  did  not  perform  satisfactorily. 

The  antenna,  as  tested,  was  not  recommended  for  deployment  for  the  following 
reasons: 

Excessive  course  unlocks  occurred  on  one  of  the  test  frequencies  during  flight 
checks. 

Lower  than  tolerance  135  Hz  depth  of  modulation  at  mid  to  high  band  fre- 
quencies. 

Phase  coherency  between  the  135  Hz  and  the  15  Hz  modvdation  signals  exceeded 
standards  at  the  ground  station  monitor. 

The  report  did  state  that  the  antenna  mechanical  operation  was  flawless  during 
the  testing.  The  contractor.  Radiation  Systems  Inc.  (RSi)  was  notified  of  the  failure 
and  the  specific  shortcomings.  RSi  has  responded  with  a  proposed  design  modifica- 
tion and  schedule  to  resubmit  a  new  first  article  antenna.  The  design  as  presented 
addresses  all  of  the  above  problems. 

The  Contract  schedxile  was  rebaseUned  April  15,  1994,  and  we  are  proceeding 
with  the  program  with  the  following  check  points: 

A  technical  risk  assessment  of  the  RSi  Low  Power  TACAN  antenna  design  is 
being  performed  by  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology,  Lincoln  Laboratory. 

FAA  and  DOD  are  evaluating  engineering  changes  proposed  by  RSi  to  achieve  op- 
timvun  overall  performance  of  tilie  antenna. 

An  antenna  with  the  prototype  design  change  will  be  tested  in  early  May  at  the 
contractor's  test  range  and  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center,  Atlantic  City,  NJ. 

With  satisfactory  progress  and  test  results  the  contractor  will  proceed  with  deliv- 
ery of  a  first  article  antenna  to  the  FAA  Technical  Center  in  October  1994. 

TACAN  OPERATIONAL  TEST  REPORT — EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Mr.  Carr.  For  the  record,  please  provide  a  copy  of  the  executive 
summary  of  that  operational  test  report. 
[The  information  follows:] 
A  copy  of  the  executive  summary  follows. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (OT&E)  Integration  and  OT&E  Operational  Testing  was 
conducted  on  the  Low  Power  Tactical  Air  Navigation  (TACAN)  Antenna  (LPT A)  at  the  FAA 
Technical  Center  (FAATC),  from  July  19  through  September  23,  1993,  using  LPTA  Serial 
Number  005.  Testing  was  categorized  into  the  areas  of  integration  and  maintenance,  operational 
flight  testing,  and  additional  testing.  Flight  testing  utilized  the  FAA  Technical  Center  (FAATC) 
Convair  580  aircraft  with  a  Portable  Sierra  Flight  Inspection  Package  and  Flight  Inspection  Field 
Office  (FIFO)  Beechcraft  with  a  Gold  Flight  Inspection  Package.  Results  were  generally 
unsatisfactory  in  operational  flight  areas,  however,  no  deficiencies  were  found  in  the  maintenance 
areas.  Integration  deficiencies  were  noted,  but  are  not  considered  deployment  critical. 

Since  the  flight  testing  was  generally  unsatisfactory,  it  is  concluded  that  operationally  the  LPTA 
is  unacceptable  for  deployment. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Deployment  is  not  recommended    The  LPTA  is  perhaps  operationally  acceptable  over  certain 
elevation  angles,  but  yields  unacceptable  performance  at  other  elevation  angles  which  would 
preclude  its  use  for  Instrument  Flight  Rules  (IFR)  approaches  to  airports. 

The  following  deficiencies  are  considered  major: 

a      Course  unlocks  occur  with  every  operational  parameter  either  good  or  at  least  appearing 
to  be  stable.  See  Appendix  D  for  details. 

b      Lower  than  tolerance  135  Hz  depth  of  modulation  at  mid  to  high  band  frequencies.  See 
Appendix  B  for  related  test  data. 

c      Phase  Coherency  exceeds  standards  and  tolerances  of  FAA  Order  6820.7a  and  FAA 
Standard  9840. 1  at  the  ground  station  monitor.  This  phenomenon  causes  automatic  reversion  to 
DME  only  operation  when  the  ground  station  is  operated  with  approved  tolerances  and  exists  at 
an  undetermined  number  of  frequencies  in  the  TACAN  band.  This  version  of  the  phase  coherency 
problem  may  be  a  problem  caused  by  monitor  siting,  however,  as  delivered  the  antenna  does  not 
operate  with  the  existing  equipment    Appendix  C  provides  data  on  the  discrepancies  found. 
Appendix  F  provides  information  on  phase  coherency  expectations. 

Phase  coherency  as  measured  during  Design  Test  and  Evaluation  indicated  that  the  high-band 
frequencies  fail  the  phase  relationship  criterion  of  Standard  9840. 1 .  The  two  frequencies  tested  in 
the  high  band  were  1150,  1213  and  the  measured  values  were  -4.71  degrees  and  32.8  degrees". 
Addressing  the  monitor  siting  problem  will  not  correct  this  aspect  of  the  phase  coherency. 

d      The  informal  results  of  DQT  and  Production  Acceptance  Testing  (PAT)  indicate  that 
production  may  not  allow  consistent  alignment  of  the  phase  coherency  error  and  this  implies  that 
each  antenna  could  have  its  own  set  of  unusable  frequencies. 

e.     The  performance  in  the  area  of  relationships  of  reference  and  variable  bearing  signals, 
specifically  phase  coherency  difference  between  coarse  and  fine  bearing  signals,  when  measured 
across  the  band  and  only  on  the  horizon,  exceeds  plus/minus  2.33  degrees  by  as  much  as 
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5.17  degrees.  There  is  no  alignment  of  the  North  reference  burst  which  can  meet 
FAA  Standard  9840.1,  Chapter  4,  item  141  when  the  phase  coherency  exceeds  plus/minus 
2.33  degrees. 
The  following  deficiencies  are  considered  moderate: 

a      The  loss  of  TACAN  135Hz  modulation  and  course  lock  occurs 
at  as  little  as  24  degrees  above  the  horizon  thereby  representing  a  reduction  of  existing  service. 

b.     The  placement  of  the  FA-9996  monitor  antenna  may  no  longer  assure  that  damage  to  the 
TACAN  antenna  can  be  detected    Modulation  and  phase  information  from  the  high  rings  may  be 
undetectable  at  and  below  the  horizon.  Placement  of  the  monitor  antenna  in  the  far-field  of  the 
LPTA  is  recommended. 
The  following  deficiency  is  considered  minor: 

a.     Power  factor  is  below  the  requirements  of  specification  FAA-E-2828  A. 
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PROCUREMENT  OF  WORKER'S  COMPENSATION  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM — 

IG  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  Last  July,  the  IG  issued  a  report  questioning  the  need 
for  FAA's  planned  procurement  of  a  workers'  compensation  claims 
and  case  management  system.  What  is  the  status  and  future  plan 
for  this  procurement? 

[The  information  follows:] 

As  a  result  of  the  OIG  report  on  the  proposed  Worker's  Compensation  Manage- 
ment System,  FAA  has  modified  the  Statement  of  Work  to  ensure  close  monitoring 
and  evaluation  of  the  contract  results  by  the  contracting  officer's  technical  rep- 
resentative. The  Claims  and  Case  Management  system  will  be  conducted  as  a  proto- 
type for  evaluation  and  comparison  with  oiu*  current  regional/center  OWCP  case 
management  systems.  A  procurement  request  has  been  processed  and  we  expect  a 
contract  award  during  FY  1994. 

OWCP  CLAIMS  AND  CASE  MANAGEMENT  FUNDING  PROFILE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  funding  profile  for  this  system  by  fis- 
cal year. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Fiscal  year  1993 $85,000 

Fiscal  year  1994 110,000 

Fiscal  year  1995 100,000 

Fiscal  year  1996 100,000 

Fiscal  year  1997 100,000 

WEATHER  MESSAGE  SWITCHING  CENTER  REPLACEMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Late  last  year,  the  FAA  announced  that  it  needed  to 
secure,  on  an  "urgent  sole  source"  basis,  a  continuation  of  engineer- 
ing support  services  for  the  weather  message  switching  center  re- 
placement program.  You  were  also  requiring  the  incumbent  con- 
tractor (Harris  Corporation)  to  investigate  software  deficiencies  in 
this  program,  and  you  expressed  concerns  over  the  adequacy  of  the 
hardware.  Please  provide  a  detailed  discussion  of  your  concerns 
and  tell  us  what  is  being  done  to  resolve  them. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  processing  a  justification  for  other  than  full  and  open  competition  on 
the  Weather  Message  Switching  Center  Replacement  (WMSCR)  to  the  prime  con- 
tractor (Harris  Corporation)  for  continuation  of  software/hardware  support.  After 
the  FAA,  not  Harris,  investigated  the  detailed  user  requirements  provided  by  the 
cvurent  system,  we  determined  that  software/hardware  support  for  the  WMSCR  sys- 
tem is  required  to  fully  integrate  the  system  into  the  NAS. 

The  WMSCR  was  designed  to  interface  with  many  NAS  systems  that  have  either 
undergone  significant  interface  changes,  have  been  canceled,  or  have  been  combined 
into  new  programs.  Before  commissioning,  the  WMSCR  must  also  be  backward 
compativle  with  all  existing  users  of  the  current  WMSCR  system.  The  following  are 
examples  of  some  of  the  difficulties  the  WMSCR  program  has  encountered  and  is 
in  the  process  of  resolving. 

The  cturent  WMSC  provides  "specialized"  products  to  current  users  and  provides 
communications  parameters  not  standard  with  current  automated  processing  or 
telecommunication  systems.  WMSCR  requires  software  changes  to  provide  the  same 
services  and  a  hardware  upgrade  to  accommodate  the  amount  of  processing  required 
to  product  the  "speciaUzed   products  for  the  oirrent  users. 

The  Consolidated  NOTAM  System  Processor  is  a  NAS  program  which  has  been 
canceled  and  combined  into  a  new  prociirement  yet  to  be  implemented.  Thus,  the 
WMSCR  requires  software  modifications  to  accept  data  provided  by  the  oirrent  Con- 
sohdated  NOTAM  System. 

WMSCR  was  designed  to  communicate  and  exchange  whether  data  with  the 
Flight  Service  Automation  System.  There  are  a  number  of  manual  Flight  Service 
Stations  congressionally  mandated  to  remain  open.  Thus,  WMSCR  requires  software 
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changes  and  additional  processing  to  interface  with  the  equipment  still  residing  in 
the  manual  FUght  Service  Stations. 

The  National  Weather  Service  is  continually  providing  new  data  in  different  for- 
mats as  part  of  its  modernization  program.  WMSCR  software  will  be  modified  to  be- 
come easUy  adaptable  to  these  changes,  thus  reducing  future  operational  software 
support  costs. 

WMSCR — FUNDING  PROFILE 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  funding  profile  for  this  system  by  fis- 
cal year. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Weather  Message  Switching  Center  Replacement  (WMSCR)  is  requesting  no 
funding  for  fiscal  year  1995.  The  prior  year  funding  profile  is  stated  below: 

F&E  Funding  in  millions 

Fiscal  year  1982  0.50 

Fiscal  year  1983  12.80 

Fiscal  year  1984  0.00 

Fiscal  year  1985  2.20 

Fiscal  year  1986  2.40 

Fiscal  year  1987  0.00 

Fiscal  year  1988  5.00 

Fiscal  year  1989  0.00 

Fiscal  year  1990  0.00 

Fiscal  year  1991  2.00 

Fiscal  year  1992  1.00 

Fiscal  year  1993  3.00 

Fiscal  year  1994  3.60 

Total  32.50 

DIRECTION  FINDERS  IN  STORAGE 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  has  about  100  direction  finders  in  storage  at 
the  FAA  Logistics  Center  in  Oklahoma  City.  These  systems  were 
delivered  between  February  1991  and  May  1992,  but  have  not  been 
deployed  because  they  did  not  meet  air  traffic  requirements.  How 
is  it  that  delivery  was  taken  of  equipment  that  did  not  meet  re- 
quirements? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Approximately  100  Direction  Finder  antenna  systems  are  in  storage  at  the  FAA 
Logistics  Center.  These  systems  were  delivered  there  between  January  1991  and 
May  1992.  These  antenna  systems  were  accepted  by  the  FAA  after  passing  factory 
type  tests,  design  qualification  tests  and  production.  Since  the  equipment  passed  all 
of  the  required  factory  testing,  the  FAA  accepted  the  system. 

On  recent  acquisitions,  the  FAA  has  imposed  "fly  before  bujr"  as  a  standard  con- 
tract requirement.  In  practice,  in  means  that  the  contractor  builds  one  system,  and 
if  it  passes  all  of  the  required  field  testing,  the  FAA  directs  the  contractor  to  con- 
tinue production  of  the  remaining  systems.  Under  the  terms  of  the  Direction  Finder 
contract  there  was  no  such  provision. 

Subsequent  field  testing  revealed  that  the  equipment  contained  seven  latent  de- 
fects and  the  FAA  directed  the  contractor  to  correct  them  at  no  cost  to  the  govern- 
ment. These  deficiencies  were  corrected  to  the  FAA's  satisfaction  in  1992. 

However,  $10,220,000  in  additional  requirements  were  defined  by  the  FAA  that 
involved  the  human/machine  interface  and  the  development  and  production  of  on- 
site  simulator  trainers.  The  new  human/machine  interface  requirements  were  incor- 
porated into  the  contract,  passed  testing  and  were  accepted  by  the  FAA  in  mid- 1993. 
Development  of  the  direction  finder  systems  was  delayed  until  both  the  operational 
equipment  and  the  simulator  trainer  could  be  deployed  together.  In  February  1994, 
the  simulator  trainer  passed  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation  (OT&E)  and  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  FAA.  These  additional  requirements  were  program  funded. 

The  entire  system  including  the  simiilator  trainer  is  now  scheduled  to  begin  com- 
missioning at  Automated  Flight  Service  Stations  in  July  1994. 
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DIRECTION  FINDER  SYSTEM — FIELD  DELIVERY  AND  COMMISSIONING 

Mr.  Carr.  What  does  FAA  plan  to  do  with  this  equipment,  and 
when  can  we  expect  them  to  be  deHvered  to  field  sites  and  commis- 
sioned? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Direction  Finder  System  meets  all  of  the  requirements  imposed  by  the  FAA. 
The  FAA  will  initiate  commissioning  of  this  equipment  at  the  Automated  FUght 
Service  Facilities  in  July  1994. 

ASDE-3  SITE  SELECTION 

Mr.  Carr.  What  specific  sites  have  been  selected  to  receive  the 
additional  ASDE3— 3  units,  and  what  factors  were  used  in  making 
these  selections? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  (FY)  1993  conference  report  on  the  Department  of  Transportation 
(DOT)  Appropriations  bill  added  $49.5  million  for  the  Federal  Aviation  Administra- 
tion (FAA)  to  procure  an  additional  11  ASDE)-3  radar  systems.  The  11  sites  were: 

Charlotte,  North  CaroUna;  R«deigh/Durham,  North  Carolina;  San  Diego,  Califor- 
nia; Phoenix,  Arizona;  Albany,  New  York;  FAA  Technical  Center;  Cincinnati,  Ohio; 
Orlando,  Florida;  Las  Vegas,  Nevada;  Santa  Ana,  Cahfomia;  and  Albuquerque,  New 
Mexico. 

The  FAA's  response  to  Congress  was  that  the  11  additional  airports  identified 
above,  did  indeed  qualify  for  the  ASDE  radar  system,  based  on  the  draft  B/C  analy- 
sis only.  However,  in  the  total  analysis  of  the  ASDE-3  requirements,  there  were 
only  six  airports  and  the  FAA  Technical  Center  that  qualified  for  the  system.  The 
total  analysis  consisted  of  an  operational  assessment  that  considers  whether  pat- 
terns, airport  complexity,  nighttime  operations,  history  of  ground  incidents,  etc. 

The  four  airports  deleted  ft^m  the  above  Ust  are: 

Albuquerque,  New  Mexico;  Albany,  New  York;  Las  Vegas,  Nevada;  and  Phoenix, 
Arizona. 

AAS — ^FINANCIAL  STATEMENT 

Mr.  Carr,  The  FAA  has  been  preparing  financial  statements  for 
many  years.  What  did  any  of  these  statements  say  about  the  poten- 
tial financial  vulnerabilities  of  the  advanced  automation  system 
(AAS)?  Why  did  the  statements  fail  to  reveal  any  of  the  problems 
now  faced  by  AAS,  or  the  significant  cost  overruns? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  financial  statements  produced  by  the  FAA  and  pubUshed  in  the  FY  1993  FAA 
Annual  Report,  and  prior  annual  reports,  are  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  Chief  Financial  Officers  Act  of  1990.  The  financial  statements  dis- 
close financial  position  and  results  of  operations  of  the  FAA  in  relation  to  currently 
available  budgetary  resources  at  the  appropriation  level.  Financial  vulnerability  of 
a  component  program  such  as  the  Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS)  is  not  nec- 
essarily obvious  in  these  statements  because  the  larger  Facilities  and  Equipment 
appropriations  are  well  within  funding  limitations.  The  AAs  "cost  overrun"  is  a  long 
term  capital  investment  plan  estimate,  not  a  current  year  over-obligation  of  funds 
that  would  be  immediately  obvious  on  the  financial  statements.  We  have,  however, 
intended  to  provide  fuU  disclosure  of  both  current  and  potential  problems  in  our  an- 
nual report.  In  the  FY  1993  report,  AAS  was  mentioned  as  ".  .  .  encountering  trou- 
bling schedule  delays  and  coste  overruns  ..."  in  the  Message  From  the  Adminis- 
trator, and  that  ".  .  .  the  program  continued  to  incur  additional  costs  beyond  those 
reported  earlier."  on  pages  1-2  and  1-3  of  the  Overview. 

Additionally  financial  statements  are  prepared  for  the  AAS  program  that  reflect 
the  Capital  Investment  Program  profile,  and  the  total  funding  that  the  program  of- 
fice believes  will  be  required  to  complete  the  program.  Financial  statements  pre- 
pared for  the  AAS  program  were  never  intended  to  reflect  potential  financial 
vulnerabilities  but  were  to  reflect  the  approved  funding  baseline.  Cost  and  schedvile 
vulnerabilities  were  identified  separately  through  contract  analysis  reports.  These 
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reports  have  always  been  shared  with  FAA,  DOT,  and  Congressional  oversight  orga- 
nizations. 

Last  year  during  appropriations  hearings,  the  FAA  testified  that  there  was  a  po- 
tential for  cost  growth  of  approximately  $200  million.  This  was  based  on  the  follow- 
ing optimistic  assumptions  (dollars  in  millions). 

Estimate  to  complete  the  contract  (above  baseline)  $707.0 

IBM  Fee  Loss  (93.0) 

Reserved  for  cost  growth  (222.0) 

Budget  for  over  FPI  target  cost (157.0) 

Estimated  growth  to  cost  baseline  235.0 

Since  last  year,  several  assumptions  have  changed.  The  estimate  to  complete  has 
increased,  it  is  not  prudent  to  use  program  reserves  with  so  much  of  the  program 
still  ahead  of  us,  and  costs  will  still  be  incurred  over  FPI  targets.  In  addition,  there 
are  new  program  requirements  that  were  not  previously  anticipated. 

The  following  are  assumptions  that  we  used  in  our  estimate  of  a  $1.2  billion  cost 
growth: 

Estimate  to  complete  the  contract  (above  baseline)  (including  fee  loss)  $741.0 

Additional  incentive  fee 39.0 

ISSS  minimum  requirements  100.0 

Continuous  operations 350.0 

TAAS  stand-alone  capabilities 100.0 

108  optional  TCCC's  (100.0) 

Estimated  growth  to  cost  baseline  1,230.0 

An  analysis  of  the  cost  and  schedule  risks  if  nothing  in  the  program  changes,  re- 
vealed that  the  cost  risk  might  be  even  greater  than  this  number.  The  AAS  recovery 
team  chartered  by  the  FAA  Administrator  is  analyzing  changes  to  the  program  to 
reduce  these  risks  and  reflect  our  revalidated  requirements.  These  changes  and  as- 
sociated estimates  will  be  complete  for  near  term  requirements  by  the  end  of  May. 
Estimates  for  requirements  from  2,000  are  expected  by  September.  The  FAA's  next 
financial  statement  will  reflect  these  changes. 

OCEANIC  SYSTEM  DEVELOPMENT  AND  SUPPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  After  10  years  of  work  and  investment  of  about 
$56,000,000,  FAA  recently  announced  its  intention  to  stop  in-house 
development  of  the  oceanic  display  and  planning  system  (ODAPS). 
Instead,  the  agency  will  begin  looking  for  a  vendor  to  take  charge 
of  a  new  program  called  oceanic  systems  development  and  support. 
What  is  your  overall  objective  and  schedule  for  the  new  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Oceanic  Automation  Program  (OAP)  was  initially  established  to  support  the 
existing  Oceanic  Display  and  Planning  System  (ODAPS)  currently  operational  in 
Oakland  ARTCC  and  in  initial  operating  capability  mode  in  the  New  York  ARTCC 
and  to  upgrade  its  controller  input/output  devices.  However,  over  the  course  of  the 
program,  industry  demands  to  provide  fiiel  efficient  routes  and  increased  airspace 
capacity  has  required  the  replacement  of  ODAPS.  The  initial  replacement  system 
will  be  upgraded  in  small  increments  to  provide  functionality  similar  to  the  domestic 
systems.  In  its  end  state,  the  Advanced  Oceanic  Automation  System  (AOAS)  pro- 
vides the  (automation  platform  that  will:  1)  improve  communication  capabilities  by 
exploiting  the  use  of  datalink;  (2)  increase  surveillance  accuracy  through  the  use  of 
the  global  positioning  system  (GSP);  and  (3)  reduce  controller  workload  through 
automated  coordination  and  conflict  detection  tools.  In  addition,  the  AOAS  wiU  pro- 
vide a  seamless  transition  to  and  from  oceanic  £ind  domestic  airspaces  through  an 
interface  to  the  Advanced  Automation  System. 

The  OSDS  contract  will  provide  for  tiie  incremental  development  and  support  of 
the  Advanced  Oceanic  Automation  System.  The  OSDS  contract  is  intended  to  be  an 
omnibus  contract  which  will  address  all  of  the  agency's  needs  for  the  oceanic  do- 
main. Allowing  use  of  all  appropriations,  it  will  provide:  maintenance,  staffing,  logis- 
tics, training,  and  other  resources  required  to  ensure  continuous  daily  operation  of 
the  existing  operational  oceanic  automation  hardware  and  software.  The  contract 
will  also  include  provisions  for  system  hardware  and  software  enhancements  to  sat- 
isfy planned  air  traffic  and  system  capacity  and  capability  requirements. 

The  schedule  for  OSDS  follows: 
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The  release  of  a  draft  solicitation  occurred  the  second  quarter  of  fiscal  year  (FY) 
1994  with  final  release  planned  for  the  third  quarter  of  FY  1994  and  contract  award 
before  the  end  of  FY  1995. 

SUSPECTED  UNAPPROVED  PARTS  (SUP) 

Mr.  Carr.  Have  you  referred  all  of  the  bogus  parts  reports  you 
received  to  the  IG  for  criminal  investigation? 
[The  information  follows:] 

We  receive  all  suspected  unapproved  parts  (SUP)  reports  fi-om  the  FAA's  System 
Surveillance  and  Analysis  Division,  AIR-300,  which  the  responsibility  to  keep  a 
data  base  on  all  SUP  complaints  received  through  various  sources  connected  to  the 
aviation  industry.  All  cases  determined  to  involve  actual  SUP  are  forwarded  to  the 
Office  of  Civil  Aviation  Security  (CAS)  after  being  initially  assigned  to  either  a 
Flight  Standards  District  Office  (FSDO)  or  a  Manufacturing  Inspections  District  Of- 
fice (MIDO)  for  preliminary  inspection  and  regulatory  action.  Complaints  about  im- 
proper paperwork  related  to  approved  parts  would  not  be  forwarded.  It  may  seem 
from  scanning  the  AIR-300's  database  that  not  all  SUP  reports  are  being  forwarded 
because  many  entries  are  determined  not  to  have  involved  actual  unapproved  parts. 
However,  all  reports  of  imapproved  parts  received  by  CAS,  iu-e  forwaraed  to  the  OIG 
in  Washington,  D.C.  for  review. 

The  DOT/OIG  in  Washington,  D.C.  has  been  forwarded  every  report  determined 
to  be  a  SUP  and  periodically  receives  a  copy  of  the  database  printout  reflecting  all 
complaints.  As  described  above,  the  database  includes  many  entries  determined  not 
to  be  actual  SUP's  by  the  FAA's  FUght  Standards  National  Field  Office. 

CRIMINAL  INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  Who  at  the  FAA  makes  the  determination  that  no 
criminal  violation  exists,  and  what  criminal  or  prosecution  training 
and  experience  does  that  individual  have?  Is  this  the  process  pre- 
scribed by  department  regulations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Criminal  Investigators  employed  in  the  Office  of  Civil  Aviation  Security  (CAS)  Op- 
erations work  directly  under  FAA  Orders:  FAA  Investigations  Program,  1600. 38C; 
CAS  Investigations  Handbook,  1600.20B;  and  CompUance  and  Enforcement  Pro- 
gram, 2150.3.  In  accordance  with  these  orders,  the  investigators  are  directed  to  take 
each  case  to  the  Office  of  the  Chief  Counsel  for  review  and  determination  of  the 
criminal  nature  of  the  case.  Agents  are  required  to  establish  early  contact  with 
counsel  in  order  to  coordinate  with  the  appropriate  U.S.  Attorney's  office  for  all  in- 
vestigative activities  pertaining  to  the  case. 

It  is  the  FAA  attorneys  who  have  the  legal  expertise  to  make  this  criminal  deter- 
mination. In  addition,  gill  FAA  criminal  investigators  have  been  law  enforcement  of- 
ficers in  their  prior  careers  or  have  graduated  from  the  Federal  Law  Enforcement 
Training  Center  (FLETC)  in  Brunswick,  GA,  with  training  in  criminal  investiga- 
tions. 

Potential  criminal  cases,  other  than  those  involving  FAA  programs,  are  discussed 
with  or  referred  to  the  Department  of  Transportation,  Office  of  Inspector  General 
for  review  and  presentation  (often  joint)  to  the  Assistant  U.S.  Attorney  for  consider- 
ation of  criminal  prosecution.  Although  Suspected  Unapproved  Parts  is  an  FAA  pro- 
gram, investigations  are  always  coordinated  with  the  Office  of  Inspector  General,  at 
its  request. 

LONG  RANGE  RADAR  LEAPFROG  PROJECT 

Mr.  Carr.  According  to  the  GAO's  annual  status  report  on  the 
modernization  program,  the  FAA  is  currently  reviewing  the  fund- 
ing for  the  long  range  radar  leapfrog  project.  Is  this  accurate,  and 
if  so,  what  are  the  objectives  of  that  review? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  conducted  a  review  of  its  requirements  for  continued  use  of  Long 
Range  Radars  (LRR).  The  objective  of  this  review  was  to  determine  if  there  was  a 
continuing  requirement  for  the  LRR's  as  some  of  these  radars  are  approaching  35 
years  old  and  must  be  replaced  if  continued  service  is  necessary.  The  FAA  has  con- 
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eluded  that  as  soon  as  weather  data  is  available  to  the  controller  from  the  Next 
Generation  Weather  Radars  (NEXRAD),  the  LRR's  can  be  deactivated.  The  beacon 
type,  or  secondary  radars,  will  be  continued  indefinitely.  The  new  LRR  (ARSR-4) 
developed  jointly  by  the  DOD  and  the  FAA  will  continue  and  was  not  part  of  the 
FAA  study. 

The  DOD  will  be  revalidating  their  need  to  continue  operating  some  of  the  LRR's 
that  are  used  jointly  by  FAA  and  DOD.  If  DOD  determines  that  a  need  exists  to 
continue  operating  the  shared  radars,  the  FAA  will  determine  if  it  is  more  cost  effec- 
tive to  replace  (leapfrog)  these  radars  with  the  surplus  but  newer  type  ARSR-3  ra- 
dars made  available  by  installing  the  new  ARSR-4  radars.  The  decision  to  leapfrog 
the  ARSR-3's  will  be  based  in  part  on  how  long  the  DOD  needs  to  continue  receiv- 
ing data  from  these  joint  sites.  In  the  event  that  DOD  does  require  continuing  data 
from  these  sites,  new  FAA/DOD  agreements  will  be  required. 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  any  funds  included  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  request 
for  that  project? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1995  request  includes  $2.0M  for  removal  and  relocation  of  one 
ARSR-3  radar. 

MODE  S  CONTRACTOR — ^ANTICIPATED  CLAIMS 

Mr.  Carr.  The  GAO  status  report  refers  to  "anticipated  claims" 
by  the  Mode  S  contractor  in  fiscal  year  1996.  Do  you  have  any  in- 
formation on  what  the  GAO  is  referring  to? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  GAO  is  referring  to  additional  costs  for  changes  to  the  installation  of  Mode 
S  sensors  at  select  sites,  under  the  fixed  price  contract,  and  to  the  request  for  equi- 
table adjustment  by  Wilcox,  Inc.,  for  additional  testing  of  the  calibration  perform- 
ance monitoring  equipment  (CPME)  and  development  of  the  CPME  test  set. 

ROUTING  AND  CIRCUIT  RESTORAL  (RCR)  PROJECT 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  justifications  indicate  that  $6,000,000  has  been 
appropriated  to  date  for  the  routing  and  circuit  restoral  (RCR) 
project,  and  an  additional  $3,000,000  is  requested  for  fiscal  year 
1995.  The  justifications  indicate  a  requirement  for  24  sites,  which 
is  being  procured  through  the  Air  Force  NET  contract.  There  is  ap- 
parently more  than  enough  prior  year  funding  to  accomplish  the 
Air  Force  contract.  What,  therefore,  is  the  planned  use  of  the 
$3,000,000  requested  for  fiscal  year  1995  for  RCR? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  $6,000,000  appropriated  to  date  has  procured  the  RCR  pilot  network  (6  sites) 
and  hardware  for  an  additional  12  sites,  as  well  as  testing,  training  development, 
and  project/regional  support.  The  $3,000,000  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  required  to  pro- 
cure hardware  and  regional/project  support  for  the  remaining  6  sites.  Without  these 
remaining  sites  in  fiscal  year  1995,  the  RCR  network  cannot  be  completed. 

RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT  (RE&D),  CENTER  FOR 
ADVANCED  AVIATION  SYSTEM  DEVELOPMENT  (CAASD) 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  provide  a  breakdown  of  all  funding  in  the  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  request  for  the  Center  for  Advanced  Aviation 
Systems  Development  (CAASD)  at  Mitre  Corporation. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  following  lists  the  projected  Fiscal  Year  1995  funding  for  the  Center  for  Advanced  Aviation 
Systems  Development  at  MITRE. 

Title Amount 

R,E«&D 

Aeronautical  Data  Link  Communications  $  1 ,550,000 

Aviation  System  Capacity  Planning  978,000 

Multiple  Runway  Procedures  Development  400,000 

System  Performance  and  Investment  Analysis  380,000 

Application  of  Satellite  Comm.  Capability  for  Civil  Aviation  600,000 

Aeronautical  Data  Link  Application  1,700,000 

Advanced  Traffic  Management  System  (ATMS)  1,800,000 

National  Simulation  Capability  (NSC)  1 ,200,000 

Oceanic  Automation  System  (OAS)  1 ,450,000 

Terminal  Area  Surveillance  System  (TASS)  210,000 

Terminal  ATC  Automation  (TATCA)  450,000 

Traffic  Alert  &  Collision  Avoidance  System  (TCAS)  1 ,000,000 

Vertical  Flight  Program  125,000 

N AS  Telecommunications  for  2 1  st  Century  600.000 

Total  (R,E&D)  $12,443,000 
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Title Amount 

FY  1994  F&E* 

National  Simulation  Laboratory  900,000 

ICAO-US  Future  Air/Navigation  Systems  333,3 1 1 

Terminal  Surveillance  Radar  Support  349,43 1 

Communications  Architecture  and  Systems  Design  3,598,143 

SuPfc'eillance  Processing  and  Concept  Analysis  1,274,721 

Facility  Engineering  4,755,935 

Mission  Needs  Analysis  2,600,000 

Systems  Engineering  9,035,633 

Navigation/Landing  821,929 

Software  System  Engineering  Center  Concept  191,940 

Advanced  Automation  System  Development  2,895,375 

Automated  En  Route  ATC  (AERA  2)  12,543,825 

ATC  Automation  Division  Engineering  Support  1,218,039 

Traffic  Management  System  (TMS)  Applications  745,837 

Advanced  Radar  Siting  Concepts  150,000 

Safety  Studies  and  Analysis  800,000 

Airport  Capacity  Research  1,127,956 

Aeronautical  Data  Link  2,617,777 

NAS  Performance  Analysis  Capability  1,800,420 

Operational  Transition  Analysis  1,300,289 
Area  Control  Facility  Operations/ 

implementation  Studies  1,100,000 

NAS  Requirements  191,360 

Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  2,452,6 1 6 

Spectrum  Engineering                      -  326,053 
Satellite  Communication  and  Navigation/ 

Global  Positioning  System  2,626, 1 83 

Traffic  Flow  Management  2,642,800 

Oceanic  Automation  Support  77,634 

National  Airspace  Data  Interchange  Network  868,2 1 5 

Airport  Movement  Area  Safety  System  364,985 

Automatic  Dependent  Surveillance  (ADS)  1.146.536 

Total  (F&E)  60,856,943 
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FY  1994  OPS  * 

Title Amount 

Telecommunications,  Management  and  Operations  3,125,463 

Air  Traffic  Human  Performance  Improvement  Support  682,000 
National  Flight  Data  Center  Aeronautical 

Information  System  441,839 

Safety  Studies  and  Analysis  537,000 

Airway  Facilities  International  Programs  171.874 

Total  (OPS)  4,958,176 


Based  on  FY  1994  negotiated  contract  estimates,  FY  95  projections  are  comparable 
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CAASD  COSTS 

Mr.  Carr.  As  we  mentioned  in  last  year's  hearing  (p.  551),  the 
average  cost  of  a  staffyear,  fully  loaded,  at  CAASD  was  approxi- 
mately $185,000  in  fiscal  year  1991.  What  is  the  comparable  aver- 
age cost  of  a  staffyear,  fully  loaded,  at  Mitre's  CAASD  for  fiscal 
year  1995  and  how  does  that  compare  to  what  the  FAA  pays  its 
other  systems  engineering  and  integration  contractors  such  as  Gen- 
eral Electric,  Vitro,  Martin  Marietta,  and  TRW? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  "apparent"  cost  for  the  MITRE  technical  staff  for  fiscal  year  1994  is  $189.2K, 
which  includes  unique  costs  for  all  other  technical  personnel,  administrative  and 
support  staff,  and  otiier  direct  costs.  The  fully  loaded  costs  for  MITRE  technical  staff 
for  fiscal  year  1995  is  $198.6K. 

A  more  comparable  average  cost  for  MITRE  technical  staff  (reasonably  loaded) 
versus  other  contractors  for  fiscal  year  1994  is  $147.7K  ($155.  IK  for  fiscal  year 
1995).  Comparable  cost  averages  for  other  systems  engineering  and  integration  con- 
tractors are  as  follows: 

TRW — ^Advanced  Automation  Program  Technical  Assistance  Contract — $13  IK. 

Martin  Marietta— System  Engineering  &  Integration  Contract — $140K. 

General  Electric/Martin  Marietta — NAS  Integration  Support  Contract — $123K 

Vitro — Surveillance  Technical  Assistance  Contract — $94K. 

CAASD — COMPREHENSIVE  REVIEW 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  signed  a  new  contract  in  January  1993  to 
continue  the  Federally  Funded  Research  and  Development  Center 
(FFRDC)  relationship  with  Mitre.  Part  35.017  of  the  Federal  Acqui- 
sition Regulations  state  that  the  sponsor  of  an  FFRDC,  prior  to  ex- 
tending the  contract  or  agreement,  "shall  conduct  a  comprehensive 
review  of  the  use  and  need  for  the  FFRDC."  This  review  must  in- 
clude an  examination  of  the  sponsor's  special  technical  needs,  and 
consideration  of  alternative  sources  to  meet  those  needs.  Did  the 
FAA  perform  such  a  review,  and  if  so,  what  is  the  date  of  the  final 
report  and  what  were  its  findings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA,  or  sponsoring  agreement)  for  the  FFRDC 
with  MITRE  expires  in  September  1995.  FAA  signed  a  new  contract  with  MITRE 
in  December  1992  in  accordance  with  the  scope  of  the  existing  MOA. 

FAA  completed  the  comprehensive  review  for  continued  use  of  the  FFRDC  in 
March  1994.  Based  on  the  requirements  contained  in  the  governing  directives  from 
OFPP  and  the  FAR,  an  examination  of  the  sponsor's  special  technical  needs  and 
mission  requirements  and  consideration  of  alternative  sources  to  meet  the  FAA's 
needs  were  analyzed. 

The  draft  report  concludes  that  the  reasons  for  continuation  of  the  Center  for  Ad- 
vanced Aviation  Systems  Development  (CAASD)  are  still  valid  in  that:  (1)  there  is 
a  continuing  need;  (2)  the  costs  are  reasonable;  and  (3)  the  internal  control  proce- 
dures implemented  are  adequate. 

CAASD — SCOPE  OF  WORK 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  hearing.  Acting  Administrator  Del  Balzo 
said:  "We  have  carved  out  and  we  are  very  particular  in  the  kind 
of  work  that  we  ask  Mitre  to  do.  We  don't  give  them  any  work  that 
can  be  done  by  anyone  else.  It  is  real  systems  level  activities  that 
is  being  done  by  Mitre"  (p.  551). 

However,  some  of  the  activities  in  the  Mitre  contract  appear  to 
represent  general  program  management  and  monitoring  activities 
rather  than  research  and  development  activities.  Some  examples 
from  the  fiscal  year  1993  work  plan  are  as  follows:  (1)  observe  field 
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testing  of  the  AMASS  system  and  assist  the  program  office  in  iden- 
tif3ring  corrective  actions  necessary  to  develop  the  production  speci- 
fication; (2)  develop  a  global  plan  for  implementing  satellite  naviga- 
tion systems;  (3)  develop  a  decision  tracking  system  for  FAA  man- 
agement; (4)  assist  program  managers  in  preparing  mission  need 
statements;  (5)  review  NAS  program  initiatives  and  financial  base- 
line change  notices  and  provide  drafts  of  needed  documents  to  add 
programs  to  the  capital  investment  plan;  (6)  review  status  of  VSCS 
improvements  and  report  regularly  to  the  VSCS  program  office;  (7) 
develop  the  test  requirements  for  the  AAS;  and  (8)  review  and  com- 
ment on  the  Aviation  System  Capacity  Plan. 

In  fact,  the  taskings  to  CAASD  are  so  broad  they  cover  virtually 
every  conceivable  aspect  of  the  FAA's  operations.  Does  the  FAA 
have  any  guidelines  which  help  determine  when  the  special  talent 
of  its  FFRDC  should  be  used? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  executed  between  the  FAA  and  the 
MITRE  Corporation  defines  the  purpose  and  scope  of  operations  for  the  CAASD.  Ad- 
ditional guidelines  for  ihe  assignment  of  work  to  the  CAASD  are  contained  in  the 
statement  of  work  in  the  contract  with  MITRE  and  the  CAASD  Program  Implemen- 
tation Plan. 

The  scope  of  CAASD  involvement  includes  (among  other  aspects)  validation  of 
operationgd  requirements,  analysis  of  operations,  conduct  of  engineering  studies  and 
ATC  performance  analyses  during  the  development  and  acquisition  phases  of  NAS 
hardware  and  software  subsystems,  the  development  of  operational  test  and  inter- 
face requirements,  and  analysis  and  reporting  on  the  effectiveness,  efficiency  and 
safety  of  the  operational  ATC  system. 

MlTRE's  critical  expertise  in  ATC  systems  lies  in  the  development  of  system  re- 
quirements, and  their  associated  interface  with  enhancements  to  existing  systems. 
It  is  necessary  for  MITRE  to  understand  and  assist,  where  necessary,  in  the  devel- 
opment of  FAA's  ATC  programs.  The  examples  provided  are  directly  associated  with 
the  identification  or  development  with  operational  requirements,  test  specifications, 
and  their  associated  dependencies  and  interdependencies. 

Mr.  Carr.  Federal  regulations  require  that  the  basic  purpose  and 
mission  of  an  FFRDC  be  stated  clearly  enough  to  enable  differen- 
tiation between  work  which  should  be  performed  by  the  FFRDC 
and  that  which  should  be  performed  by  non-FFRDCs.  Where  is 
this  stipulated  by  the  FAA? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  between  the  FAA  and  the  MITRE  Cor- 
poration specifies  the  mission,  purpose,  and  scope  of  operations  of  the  Center  for  Ad- 
vanced Aviation  System  Development  (CAASD).  The  mission  is  to  conduct  a  continu- 
ing program  of  NAS  research  and  development,  and  engineering  to  meet  FAA's  long- 
and  short-term  requirements.  Its  purpose  is  to  assist  FAA  in  addressing  evolution- 
ary changes  necessary  to  modernize  the  NAS. 

As  previously  discussed,  the  scope  of  CAASD  involvement  includes  validation  of 
operational  requirements,  analysis  of  operations,  conduct  of  engineering  studies  and 
ATC  performance  analyses  during  the  development  and  acquisition  phases  of  NAS 
hardware  and  software  subsystems,  the  development  of  operational  test  and  inter- 
face requirements,  and  analysis  and  reporting  on  the  effectiveness,  efficiency  and 
safety  of  the  operational  ATC  system. 

DOD-SPONSORED  FFRDCS — IG  REPORT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  November  1993,  the  Department  of  Defense  Inspec- 
tor General  released  a  report  on  the  sole-source  justifications  for 
DOD-sponsored  FFRDCs.  In  this  report,  they  noted  that  contracts 
for  many  FFRDCs  were  being  extended  without  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  the  acquisition  regulations  governing  the  special  re- 
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lationship  between  the  government  and  the  FFRDC;  in  essence, 
without  justifying  and  documenting  their  continued  need.  This  re- 
port noted  that  an  internal  Air  Force  study  in  1991  concluded  that 
the  average  technical  staff  year  cost  at  Mitre  Corporation's  Com- 
mand, Control  and  Communications  FFRDC  was  about  12  percent 
higher  than  could  be  obtained  from  non-FFRDC  sources.  Has  the 
FAA  reviewed  this  report,  and  if  so,  can  you  tell  the  committee  that 
the  FAA  has  performed  all  of  the  analyses  and  justifications  which 
DOD  sponsors  so  often  failed  to  perform? 
[The  information  follows:! 

The  FAA  program  office  has  not  reviewed  the  Department  of  Defense  report  on 
DOD-sponsored  FFRDCs,  but  is  requesting  copies  of  it  to  assess  for  lessons  learned 
and  other  useful  information. 

As  required  by  Office  of  Federal  Procurement  Policy  (OFPP)  Letter  84-1  and  Sec- 
tion 35.017  of  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation  (FAR),  we  have  completed  the 
comprehensive  review,  including  all  analyses  and  justifications,  for  FAA's  Federally 
Funded  Research  and  Development  Center  (FFRDC)  operated  by  The  MITRE  Cor- 
poration. The  Delegation  of  Procurement  Authority  (DPA)  issued  by  the  General 
Services  Administration  (GSA)  for  the  current  Center  for  Advanced  Aviation  Sys- 
tems Development  contract  was  contingent  upon  completion  of  the  comprehensive 
review. 

CAASD — COST  COMPARISONS 

Mr.  Carr.  As  it  relates  to  Mitre  specifically,  has  the  FAA  con- 
ducted any  cost  comparisons  similar  to  those  of  the  Air  Force? 
[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  is  in  the  process  of  requesting  the  Air  Force  report  which  will  be  reviewed 
for  similar  cost  comparisions.  In  completing  the  comprehensive  review  of  the  Center 
for  Advanced  Aviation  Systems  Development  required  to  renew  the  Memorandum 
of  Agreement,  rates  were  determined  to  be  reasonable  based  on  findings  of  the  De- 
fense Contract  Audit  Agency. 

EDS  TECHNOLOGIES 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  passage  of  the  Aviation  Security  Improvement 
Act  of  1990,  the  Congress  has  provided  the  FAA  with  almost 
$130,000,000  for  security  research.  FAA's  security  research  funding 
has  grown  from  $9.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1989  (prior  to  the  act) 
to  $35.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1994,  a  262  percent  increase. 

The  National  Academy  of  Sciences,  FAA,  airline  industry  rep- 
resentatives, and  others  agree  that  no  single  explosive  detection  de- 
vice can  currently  meet  all  of  FAA's  requirements  for  checked  bag- 
gage. Therefore,  FAA's  strategy  is  to  develop  a  comprehensive  mix 
of  technologies  that  can  be  used  in  combination  at  airports.  When 
will  new  explosive  detection  devices  be  approved  for  airline  use? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  anticipate  that  we  will  receive  the  first  application  for  certification  testing  of 
a  device  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  in  June  1994.  While  this  device  may  meet 
the  FAA's  detection  and  false  alarm  requirements,  at  least  two  of  these  relatively 
expensive  devices  would  have  to  be  operated  in  parallel  to  meet  the  throughput  re- 
quirements of  the  criteria.  Indeed,  the  scientific,  engineering,  and  public  policy  chal- 
lenges of  fielding  practical  explosives  detection  systems  are  formidable,  and  FAA 
does  not  anticipate  certified  EDS  in  widespread  airline  use  for  two  to  five  years. 

This  is  for  two  reasons.  First,  the  FAA's  EDS  certification  criteria,  published  in 
response  to  the  Aviation  Security  Improvement  Act  and  thoroughly  coordinated  with 
the  best  experts  in  the  scientific  and  intelligence  communities,  are  truly  national 
standards  which  appropriately  implement  the  intent  of  Congress.  Unfortunately,  be- 
cause of  the  inherent  Umitations  of  current  technology,  no  single  device  can  easily 
meet  the  criteria.  Second,  combining — and  ultimately  fully  integrating — two  or  more 
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devices  increases  purchase,  installation  and  operating  costs  for  both  airUnes  and  air- 
ports. 

The  FAA's  approach  to  deployment  is  to  certify  all  devices  brought  to  the  FAA 
Technicsd  Center,  fund  additional  integration  of  the  most  viable  devices,  simulate 
the  operation  of  EDS  at  an  airport  and,  if  necessary,  conduct  an  airport  demonstra- 
tion to  validate  the  simulation.  The  goal  is  to  determine  the  best  way  of  deploying 
EDS  and  to  do  so  with  full  awareness  of  industy  costs. 

Mr.  Carr.  What  technologies  show  the  most  promise? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  the  short-term,  computerized  tomography  and  dual  energy  X-ray  devices  show 
the  most  promise  in  eventually  meeting  the  FAA's  EDS  Certification  criteria.  In  the 
long-term,  nuclear  quadrapole  resonance  and  pulsed  fast  neutron  technologies  may 
be  promising,  although  it  is  still  too  early  to  tell  with  any  degree  of  certainty. 

Mr.   Carr.   Can  security  technologies  used  by  other  countries 
meet  FAA's  requirements? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  worked  closely  with  other  countries  to  agree  on  EDS  performance 
standards  and  to  develop  and  test  equipment  to  meet  these  performance  require- 
ments. For  example,  the  European  Civil  Aviation  Community  (ECAC)  Security 
Technical  Subgroup  just  recently  adopted  the  FAA's  EDS  Certification  Criteria  as 
a  goal  for  its  member-states  to  meet  in  their  efforts  to  achieve  100%  screening  of 
all  international  checked  baggage. 

The  technologies  now  being  tested  or  demonstrated  by  the  UK,  Germany,  Switzer- 
land, the  Netherlands  and  other  countries  have  not  yet  been  adopted  for  full  oper- 
ational use.  Nearly  all  of  those  technologies  are  American — funded  or  assisted  by 
FAA — and  their  performance,  along  with  that  of  several  devices  produced  by  Euro- 
pean or  Israeli  manufacturers,  is  known.  Based  upon  our  test  results,  including  re- 
cent joint  tests  with  UK  authorities  of  advanced  technologies  deployed  at  UK  air- 
ports, none  of  these  systems  can  yet  meet  the  FAA's  EDS  Certification  Criteria.  The 
FAA  is  working  with  certain  governments  to  improve  performance  of  those  systems. 

AIRCRAFT  HARDENING 

Mr.  Carr.  What  aircraft  hardening  techniques  show  the  most 
promise? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  near-term  solution  for  wide  body  aircraft  is  hardening  the  baggage  container. 
The  FAA  Technical  Center  is  developing  a  hardened  baggage  container  capable  of 
withstanding  or  mitigating  the  blast  effects  from  an  explosive  detonation.  The  cur- 
rent prototype  containers  have  successfully  contained  blast  effects  ft-om  explosive 
charge  weights  greater  than  those  identified  in  the  Explosive  Detection  Systems 
Certification  Criteria.  Research  is  continuing  this  year  on  container  weight  reduc- 
tion, manufacturing  and  life-cycle  cost  reduction,  and  maintenance  procedvu-es.  The 
airline  industry  is  providing  the  FAA  with  data  on  the  current  use  of  containers  to 
ensure  a  full  understanding  of  the  cost  of  any  future  implementation.  Research  on 
aircraft;  structure  hardening  is  currently  being  conducted  through  a  grant  to  the  Na- 
tional Institute  for  Aerospace  Studies  and  Services  (with  representation  from  Boe- 
ing, McDonnell  Douglas,  and  Lockheed)  which  is  investigating  structural  hardening 
techniques  and  developing  new  design  criteria  for  both  aircraft  now  in  use  and  fu- 
tiu-e  aircraft. 

BLAST  MANAGEMENT  TECHNOLOGIES 

Mr.  Carr.  What  is  the  FAA's  opinion  of  so-called  blast  "manage- 
ment" technologies  and  what  is  the  status  of  testing  such  tech- 
nologies? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  believes  that  blast  management  technologies  and  techniques  for  harden- 
ing the  aircraft  itself  are  worthy  of  research  and  must  be  pursued.  They  include  uti- 
lization of  blast  curtains  and  blankets,  shielding  critical  control  systems,  and  de- 
signing future  aircraft  structvires  to  withstand  and  mitigate  an  internal  explosion. 
Working  with  Department  of  Defense,  FAA  has  collected  blast  damage  modeling 
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data  and  conducted  blast  tests  on  aircraft  to  validate  the  data.  This  year,  a  reusable 
test  asset  (a  so-called  "iron  bird"  on  which  actual  blast  tests  can  be  conducted  re- 
peatedly) will  be  acquired  to  validate  vulnerability/hardening  techniques.  During  FY 
1995,  a  scientifically  based  assessment  of  the  minimum  amount  of  explosives  that 
must  be  detected  by  any  technology  will  be  completed.  Finally,  close  coordination 
with  the  aircraft  manufacturers  will  be  maintained,  through  the  National  Institute 
for  Aerospace  Studies  Services,  as  well  as  with  fi-iendly  foreign  governments. 

TRACE  TECHNOLOGY  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Carr.  When  does  FAA  expect  to  have  standards  for  "trace" 
technologies? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Trace  technologies  can  theoretically  be  applied  to  the  screening  of:  (1)  electronic 
items  (such  as  computers),  (2)  carry-on  baggage,  (3)  checked  baggage,  and  (4)  pas- 
sengers. The  target  for  developing  standards  depends  on  the  application.  In  addi- 
tion, FAA  has  more  confidence  in  some  applications  than  in  others.  For  screening 
electronic  items,  commercial  systems  have  been  purchased,  are  now  being  evaluated, 
and  preliminary  standards  are  expected  by  December  1994.  Regarding  carry-on  bag- 
gage, FAA  believes  most  procedures  developed  for  electrical  items  wiU  carry  over, 
although  screening  carry-on  baggage  is  more  complicated  because  of  the  variety  of 
surfaces  involved,  and  a  preliminary  standard  will  be  ready  by  June  1995.  The  FAA 
is  still  determining  the  suitability  of  trace  technologies  as  a  primary  screening  de- 
vice for  checked  baggage,  since  complications  increase  with  the  size  of  the  bag,  and 
now  more  interested  trace  technology  as  a  way  to  help  resolve  bags  designated  as 
suspect  by  the  primary  screening  system.  Trace  also  appears  suitable  for  screening 
passengers.  There  are  no  commercial  passenger  portal  devices  yet  and  all  efforts  are 
still  in  the  laboratory  stage.  FAA  can,  however,  carry  out  fiill  scale  evaluations  of 
portals  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  and  it  is  hopeful  that  a  unit  could  be  available 
for  an  airport  test  by  June  1995.  FAA  will  need  to  develop  standard  vapor  solutions 
and  vapor  generators  to  create  certification  standards  and  testing  protocols,  the  tar- 
get for  which  is  June  1995. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  does  FAA  believe  it  can  be  successful  in  develop- 
ing such  standards  when  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  was 
unable  to  do  so? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  National  Academy  did  indeed  state  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  develop  stand- 
ards for  vapor  detection  equipment,  and,  recommended  that  a  particle  (rather  than 
a  vapor)  standard  (for  plastic  explosives)  be  developed,  and  said  it  would  review  a 
standard  developed  by  FAA.  While  the  task  is  difficult,  there  has  been  progress 
since  the  Academy's  April  1993  report.  Laboratory  work  on  contamination  assess- 
ment and  standards,  and  standard  protocols  for  portal  evaluation  have  progressed; 
also,  explosive  sample  patches  as  well  as  two  vapor  generators  have  been  developed 
to  assess  portal  performance.  We  believe  that  the  Academy  would  be  somewhat 
more  optimistic  if  they  reviewed  the  situation  today.  More  important,  the  Academy's 
report  was  focused  on  the  screening  of  checked  baggage,  and  not  on  the  screening 
of  electronic  items,  carry-on  bags,  or  passengers,  upon  which  the  FAA  is  now  focus- 
ing. 

TRACE  TECHNOLOGY  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  is  FAA  proceeding  with  trace  technology  when 
standards  and  test  protocols  have  yet  to  be  developed? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  several  reasons  why  FAA  is  proceeding  with  trace  technology.  First, 
FAA  believes  that  meaningftil  and  usable  standards  and  protocols  can  be  set  for  at 
least  three  applications  and  has  set  target  dates  to  do  that.  Second,  trace  detection 
seems  particularly  suitable  for  the  screening  of  electronic  items  and  carry-on  bag- 
gage. Indeed,  trace  equipment  has  been  deployed  for  several  years  at  European  air- 
ports in  this  application.  Third,  trace  technology  is  the  leading  candidate  for  the 
screening  of  persons  for  explosives.  Later,  it  could  be  combined  with  a  technologies 
that  comd  detect  metallic  as  well  as  non-metallic  weapons  to  create  an  advanced 
passenger  screening  portal. 
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ATC  CORPORATION  AND  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Carr.  If  the  air  traffic  control  functions  of  FAA  were  trans- 
ferred to  a  Federal  corporation,  how  would  such  a  transfer  impact 
the  RE&D  program?  For  example,  would  air  traffic  control  research 
be  done  by  the  corporation? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Research  in  support  of  the  corporation's  mission  and  activities,  such  as  the  control 
of  air  traffic,  would  be  handled  by  the  corporation. 

NON-CORPORATION  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Carr.  How  would  FAA  allocate  RE&D  funds  not  directly  re- 
lated to  air  traffic  control,  such  as  fire  safety  and  aging  aircraft  re- 
search? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  fully  expect  that  non-ATC  related  R,E&D  activities,  such  as  fire  safety,  aging 
aircraft  research,  airport  pavement  analysis,  etc.,  would  be  explained  and  justified 
in  an  FAA  budget  presentation,  with  appropriate  Congressional  review  and  associ- 
ated appropriation  action.  FAA  would  continue  to  be  responsible  for  developing  re- 
quirements for  those  segments  of  todaj^s  R,E&D  program. 

FAA'S  CORPORATE  TECHNICAL  CENTER 

Mr.  Carr.  FAA's  Technical  Center  in  Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey, 
plays  an  important  part  in  the  agency's  research  efforts.  How 
would  the  center  be  Eiffected  under  a  corporate  structure? 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  envision  that  the  FAA  Technical  Center  would  remain  as  a  consolidated  entity 
conducting  R,E&D  work  and  other  support  activities  in  response  to  requirements 
from  both  the  new  Government-owned  corporation  and  the  balance  of  the  FAA.  As 
you  know,  the  Center  operates  reasonably  independently  now,  and  responds  to  a  va- 
riety of  requirements  fi'om  several  of  the  major  program  offices  in  FAA  today.  While 
reporting  and  program  management  relationships  would  Ukely  be  modified  some- 
what in  a  corporate  environment,  we  do  not  expect  it  would  present  any  insur- 
mountable management,  structural,  or  financial  problems  for  Technical  Center  oper- 
ations. 

SYNTHETIC  VISION  RESEARCH 

Mr.  Carr.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  the  FAA  opposed  the  Congress's 
desire  to  continue  funding  the  synthetic  vision  research  and  devel- 
opment program,  and  these  funds  were  dropped  in  conference  with 
the  Senate.  I  noticed  that  the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency 
recently  announced  a  contract  to  develop  "enhanced  vision  autono- 
mous landing  guidance"  systems  for  aircraft.  How  are  the  objec- 
tives of  this  effort  different  from  the  previous  DOD-FAA  S3mthetic 
vision  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  objectives  of  the  previous  DOD-FAA  synthetic  vision  program  were  to  evalu- 
ate the  feasibility  of  millimeter- wave  radar  and  forward-looking  infrared  for  landing 
in  low  visibility  conditions.  FAA  concluded  this  program  in  1993  after  demonstrating 
the  feasibility  of  synthetic  vision  and  completing  the  proof-of-concept.  FAA  has  pro- 
duced a  final  report  documenting  its  Synthetic  Vision  System  Demonstration  Pro- 
gram which  will  be  made  available  to  the  aviation  community  in  May  1994.  The 
work  continuing  under  ARPA  carries  this  research  further  to  the  point  where  indus- 
try can  present  a  system  for  commercial  and  military  applications.  For  FAA,  indus- 
try goals  are  to  develop  an  enhanced  vision  landing  system  for  certification  in  the 
cockpit. 
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RADIO  COMMUNICATIONS  LINK  (RCL) 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  has  expended  a  total  of  $278  miUion  from 
fiscal  year  1982  through  fiscal  year  1993  for  a  microwave  network 
called  the  radio  communications  link  (RCL)  and  associated  sys- 
tems. The  purpose  given  for  building  this  network  was  to  save  on 
yearly  leased  communications  expenses  (estimated  to  be  approxi- 
mately $50  million  per  year)  and  increase  interfacility  communica- 
tions reliability.  What  is  the  FAA's  current  status  of  RCL  utiliza- 
tion and  attendant  leased  communications  savings? 

[The  information  follows:] 

When  the  RCL  program  was  initiated,  divestihire  had  just  occurred,  an  leased 
telecommunications  cost  were  expected  to  rise  substantially.  Technological  advances, 
particularly  optical  fiber,  have  resulted  in  decreased  leased  costs.  Therefore,  the  po- 
tential savings  fh)m  RCL  will  be  reduced.  The  network  was  only  completed  within 
the  past  year,  and  transition  of  services  is  underway,  with  approximately  1000  cir- 
cuits implemented. 

LOW  DENSITY  RADIO  COMMUNICATIONS  LINK  (LDRCL) 

Mr.  Carr.  I  understand  the  FAA  has  established  a  low  density 
radio  communications  link  (LDRCL)  requirements  contract  to  ob- 
tain: Replacement  of  antiquated  radar  microwave  link  equipment; 
new  equipment  for  replacement  of  other  unreliable  equipment;  and 
"last  mile"  interconnects  from  FAA  facilities  to  the  RCL  network. 
LDRCL  systems  are  required  to  fully  utilize  the  RCL  network. 
What  is  the  full  FAA  funding  capability  for  this  program  in  fiscal 
year  1995? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  consideration  of  overall  funding  priorities  in  the  agency,  the  fiill  funding  capa- 
bihty  of  this  program  in  fiscal  year  1995  is  $5  miUion. 

IVIr.  Carr.  What  amount  did  the  FAA  and  DOT  request  to  0MB 
for  funding  for  this  program? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  fiscal  year  1995  request  to  OMB  for  the  LDRCL  program  was  $5  million. 

Mr.  Carr.  Why  has  the  budget  request  for  the  program  declined 
from  the  fiscal  year  1994  level  to  the  fiscal  year  1995  requested 
level? 

[The  information  follows:] 

To  satisfy  the  FAA's  telecommunications  needs  there  are  two  options:  (1)  FAA 
owned,  maintained,  and  controlled  systems  (LDRCL),  or  (2)  leased  services.  The 
FAA  has  increasingly  decided  to  meet  telecommunications  needs  with  leased  serv- 
ices in  place  of  investment  programs  such  as  LDRCL.  Consequently,  while  LDRCL 
decreases,  dollars  allocated  for  leased  services  have  increased. 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA  originally  envisioned  680  LDRCL  systems  to 
fiiUy  utilize  the  RCL  network,  replace  old  equipment,  and  establish 
new  communications  paths.  Is  this  system  count  still  accurate? 
How  many  systems  are  now  required? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  divided  the  LDRCL  requirement  into  two  phases.  Phase  I  replaces 
old,  obsolete  Radar  Microwave  Link  (RML)  equipment,  and  Phase  II  satisfies  new 
microwave  path  needs.  Phase  I  (38  systems  which  equals  107  sites)  wiU  be  com- 
pleted with  F&E  funds.  Phase  II  (in  excess  of  400  systems,  approximately  624  sites) 
will  be  accomplished  with  F&E  and  Operations  fiinds,  as  funding  is  identified  and 
made  available. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Does  the  fiscal  year  1995  decline  in  FAA  requested 
funding  for  the  LDRCL  signify  a  declining  interest  or  commitment 
in  the  FAA  microwave  network  in  which  in  excess  of  $278  million 
has  been  invested  to  date? 

[The  information  follows:] 

LDRCL  interest  and  commitment  has  not  declined.  However,  comparison  of  leased 
versus  LDRCL  costs  will  be  done  on  a  case  by  case  basis  to  assure  the  lowest  cost 
to  the  taxpayer.  Current  budget  constraints  have  slowed  LDRCL  implementation. 

NATIONAL  COMMUNICATIONS  SYSTEM  (NCS) 

Mr.  Carr.  The  FAA's  RCL  and  LDRCL  nationwide  microwave 
communications  network  is  part  of  the  government's  national  com- 
munications system  (NCS).  Is  this  available  for  use  by  other  gov- 
ernment agencies  in  times  of  national  disaster  or  emergencies? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  RCL  could  be  made  available  to  other  government  agencies  in  times  of  na- 
tional disaster  emergencies.  NCS  has  successfully  tested  the  technical  feasibility  of 
using  RCL  circuits  in  emergency  preparedness  situations.  However,  the  RCL  termi- 
nates principally  at  FAA  facilities,  so  NCS  would  have  to  pre-position  commercial 
circuits  working  in  conjunction  with  the  RCL  in  order  to  provide  emergency  end- 
to-end  connectivity  to  other  government  agencies. 

Mr.  Carr.  Has  additional  funding  been  solicited  from  other  NCS 
users  for  shared  network  availability? 
[The  information  follows:] 
The  following  non-FAA  organizations  make  use  of  the  RCL: 

Organization:  Number  of  Circuits 

U.S.  Geological  Survey  06 

Immigration  &  Natiu-alization  Service  12 

National  Weather  Service  05 

U.S.  Airforce  60 

Base  Operation  (for  all  Military  Pilots)  17 

Naval  Air  Station 01 

Coast  Guard  13 
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The  FAA  does  not  charge  these  users  for  two  reasons.  The  level  of  use  is  small 
and  makes  use  of  excess  capacity  on  the  RCL.  RCL  nonrecurring  support  costs  are 
driven  by  FAA  requirements  and  are  essentially  independent  of  the  small  number 
of  circuits  used  by  other  NCS  users. 

FAA  MICROWAVE  SYSTEMS 

Mr.  Carr.  What  plans  and  assurance  can  the  FAA  provide  that 
investments  in  FAA  microwave  systems  to  date  will  be  utilized  to 
obtain  the  benefits  outlined  in  the  fiscal  year  1982  through  fiscal 
year  1995  budget  requests? 

[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  plans  call  for  the  use  of  RCL  whenever  it  satisfies  a  user  requirement  and 
is  the  most  cost-effective  solution.  For  several  reasons  (such  as  changed  leased  com- 
munications costs,  the  rapid  development  of  digital  telecommunications  tech- 
nologies, and  the  use  of  RCL  as  a  tool  for  providing  required  diversity),  the  RCL 
benefits  outlined  in  budget  requests  have  changed  fi-om  year  to  year  since  program 
inception.  The  FAA  is  currently,  and  will  continue  to  assess  its  telecommunications 
requirements  to  assure  they  are  met  in  the  most  cost-effective  manner. 
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MID-AMERICAN  RESOURCE  CONSORTIUM  (MARC) — ^MINNESOTA  AIR 
TRAFFIC  CONTROL  TRAINING  CENTER 

Mr.  Sabo.  a  February  28,  1994,  letter  was  sent  to  the  Director 
of  the  Minnesota  Air  Traffic  Control  Training  Center  which  said 
the  FAA  intends  to  hire  the  center's  September  1993  class  within 
90  days  (the  end  of  May).  Is  this  time  schedule  still  viable?  When 
does  the  agency  intend  to  hire  and  place  these  graduates? 

[The  information  follows:] 

All  27  graduates  of  the  September  1993  class  have  been  hired  by  the  FAA.  Ten 
graduates  reported  to  Oakland  Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center  (ARTCC)  on  April 
11,  1994.  The  balance  of  graduates  were  placed  at  Los  Angeles  ARTCC  (10),  Fort 
Worth  ARTCC  (6),  and  Memphis  ARTCC  (1),  all  during  the  month  of  April. 

Mr.  Sabo.  What  are  the  current  and  future  demands  for  air  traf- 
fic controllers?  What  are  the  plans  for  the  academy?  What  are  the 
FAA's  plans  for  the  MARC  program  in  correspondence  with  the 
need  for  air  traffic  controllers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  controller  work  force  (CWF)  has  moved  from  a  period  of  rapid  growth  to  one 
of  maintaining  a  stable  work  force.  We  anticipate  that  the  FAA  will  only  need  to 
hire  to  replace  attrition  for  several  years.  Attrition  in  the  CWF  is  estimated  at  250 
per  year.  Most  of  this  attrition  will  be  addressed  by  the  reassignment  of  Level  I  con- 
trollers as  these  towers  are  contracted  out  from  1994  to  1997.  The  FAA  intends  to 
keep  safety  critical  staff  at  levels  commensurate  with  staffing  standards  and  oper- 
ational requirements. 

The  FAA  Academy  provides  proficiency  and  other  operational  training  to  the  air 
traffic  workforce  in  addition  to  the  initial  training  given  to  new  hires.  Only  about 
one  quarter  of  the  air  traffic  enrollments  for  FY  1995  are  for  initial  quaUfication 
courses.  Overall,  air  traffic  controller  training,  both  initial  and  proficiency,  com- 
prises less  than  10%  of  student  enrollments  at  the  Academy,  the  Academy  program 
for  FY  1995  supports  nearly  300,000  student  days  of  technical  training  for  other 
FAA  safety  workforces. 

The  MARC  program,  along  with  the  other  schools  participating  in  the  coUege 
training  initiative,  will  remain  as  sources  to  the  FAA  for  the  limited  hiring  we  an- 
ticipate over  the  next  4  years. 

MARC  CERTIFICATION 

Mr.  Sabo.  The  February  28th  letter  to  IVLARC  suggested  that  the 
school  explore  training  international  air  traffic  controllers.  In  order 
to  compete  for  international  students,  MARC  needs  official  docu- 
mentation stipulating  that  it  is  a  provider  of  an  FAA-certified  air 
traffic  control  specialist  training  program.  (Currently  only  the  FAA 
academy  provides  students  with  that  type  of  certification.  Do  you 
intend  to  provide  MARC  with  the  FAA  certification?  If  yes,  when 
do  you  expect  this  will  take  place?  If  not,  please  give  a  detailed  an- 
swer. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  exploring  this  issue  and  will  determine  if  it  is  feasible  under  current 
law. 

NATIONAL  WEATHER  GRAPHICS  PROGRAM:  MODEL  1  FULL  CAPACITY 

(MIFC) 

Mr.  Sabo.  The  FAA  maintains  that  the  Model  1  Full  Capacity 
(MIFC)  system  is  near  the  end  of  its  life-cycle  and  will  not  be  sup- 
portable beyond  December  1995.  When  did  the  FAA  become  aware 
of  the  supportability  concern?  At  any  time  did  the  FAA  solicit  a  so- 
lution from  private  industry? 
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[The  information  follows:] 


In  late  1991  the  FAA  Logistics  Center  initially  raised  concerns  about  the 
sup  portability  of  the  MIFC  hardware  at  the  Automated  Flight  Service  Stations 
(AFSS's)  beyond  December  1995.  The  MIFC  system  is  composed  of  a  three-tiered 
computer  architecture;  the  hardware  at  the  AFSS's  which  becomes  unsupportable 
earUest,  Flight  Service  Data  Processing  Systems  (FSDPS)  at  the  Air  Route  Traffic 
Control  Centers,  and  Aviation  Weather  Processors  (AWP)  at  the  NADIN  facilities. 
The  FSDPS  and  AWP  hardware  is  supportable  till  the  1998-1999  timeframe. 

While  no  formal  request  was  made  to  private  industry  to  soUcit  potential  solu- 
tions, the  FAA  maintains  a  continuous  dialogue  with  industry  sources  with  capabili- 
ties in  the  flight  plan  fihng  and  weather  information  processing  areas.  This  inter- 
action helped  to  determine  industry  capabihties  in  replacing  the  MIFC  functionality 
with  current  technology. 

Mr.  Sabo.  Has  industry  provided  an  alternative  for  the  use  of  ex- 
isting MIFC  hardware  or  recommendations  for  extending  the  life 
of  existing  MIFC  hardware? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  industry  has  demonstrated  commercial  off"-the-shelf  technology  which  could, 
with  minor  modifications,  interface  with  the  existing  Flight  Service  Automation  Sys- 
tem and  provide  an  alternative  for  the  MIFC  hardware  located  at  the  AFSS's.  Ex- 
tending the  Ufe  of  the  existing  hardware  is  not  feasible  due  to  supply  support  prob- 
lems, nor  desirable  given  the  antiquated  technology  it  represents. 

Mr.  Sabo.  The  FAA  has  requested  $2  million  in  fiscal  year  1995 
to  procure  an  integrated  replacement  system  for  the  Model  1  Full 
Capacity  (MIFC)  and  the  interim  graphic  weather  display  system 
equipment  located  in  automated  flight  service  stations.  The  re- 
placement system,  the  operational  and  supportability  system 
(OASIS)  will  be  a  personal  computer-based  system.  It  is  the  com- 
mittee's understanding  that  at  the  past  two  FAA-sponsored  vendor 
demonstrations  (in  Fort  Lauderdale  and  Washington,  D.C.)  Indus- 
try demonstrated  replacement  systems  for  the  MIFC  automated 
flight  service  station  hardware  and  software  that  appeared  to  pro- 
vide the  same  or  better  functionality  as  the  current  system?  Was 
this  indeed  the  case? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  at  the  two  referenced  demonstrations  several  industry  sources  demonstrated 
commercial  off-the-shelf  systems  which  appeared  to  provide  similar  functionality  to 
the  current  MIFC  system  with  the  additional  benefit  of  a  modem,  user-friendly 
computer  human  interface.  As  these  events  were  technology  demonstrations,  the 
systems  were  not  tested  to  validate  FAA  MIFC  requirements  specification  compli- 
ance. 

Mr.  Sabo.  If  a  solution  is  available  from  industry  today,  and 
given  the  FAA  plans  call  for  an  off-the-shelf  system  with  open  sys- 
tem architecture,  why  does  the  FAA  schedule  require  14  months 
from  contract  award  to  the  first  deployment  of  the  new  system? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Commercial  off-the-shelf  systems  do  exist  that  can  replace  the  MIFC  functionality 
at  the  AFSS's.  These  systems,  though  providing  the  required  functionality,  do  not 
provide  the  required  interface  with  the  FDPS  computers  of  the  Flight  Service  Auto- 
mation System.  The  time  required  for  the  successf\il  offeror  of  the  OASIS  procure- 
ment to  develop  this  interface  and  the  FAA  to  thoroughly  test  it  along  with  the  rest 
of  the  replacement  system  prior  to  deployment,  is  estimated  to  be  14  months.  The 
FAA  will  make  documentation  for  this  interface  available  to  aU  potential  offerors 
to  reduce  the  development  risk  of  the  interface.  This  development  effort  is  minimal 
by  industry  standards. 
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COMPUTER  BASED  INTRUCTIONS  (CBI) 

Mr.  Sabo.  Was  there  a  commercial  off-the-shelf  solution  which 
did  not  require  additional  software  development  to  interface  with 
the  existing  systems  at  the  time  the  FAA  expended  eight  months 
of  effort  to  develop  a  new  personal  computer-based  academy  train- 
ing system?  If  yes,  what  is  the  benefit  from  the  FAA's  eight-month 
expenditure? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  is  no  completely  off-the-shelf  solution  for  the  requirement  to  run  all  existing 
FAA  CBI  covu^es  and  new  covirses  which  Eire  developed  using  the  new  software 
tools.  The  FAA  system  is  composed  of  primarily  off-the-shelf  hardware  and  software 
with  careful  integration  and  custom  software  and  drivers  where  required. 

The  advantages  are  numerous.  Some  are: 

1.  Using  a  single  system  rather  than  multiple  systems  reduces  maintenance  costs 
and  requires  less  space  in  FAA  facilities  which  are  often  over-crowded  already. 

2.  Using  the  new  development  tools  shortens  course  development  time  by  more 
than  25%.  This  repays  our  initial  investment  in  the  new  technology  over  and  over. 
The  courseware  investment  will  be  much  higher  than  equipment  investment  over 
time. 

3.  The  FAA  gains  from  compatibility  with  courseware  and  software  from  many 
sources  in  the  private  sector. 

4.  The  FAA  solution  is  compatible  with  the  Aviation  Industry  Computer  Based  In- 
struction Committee  standards.  Several  companies  in  this  industry  are  now  develop- 
ing similar  systems.  These  standards  allow  courses  developed  by  one  member  to  be 
used  by  any  other  member  on  their  delivery  systems.  The  standards  remove  the  pre- 
vious requirement  to  have  one  set  of  computers  to  deliver  training  about  Boeing  air- 
craft, another  set  of  computers  for  training  about  Airbus  aircraft,  a  third  set  for 
Douglas  aircraft,  etc.  The  FAA  has  already  benefited  from  this  compatibility  by 
sharing'courseware  with  one  of  the  members.  We  expect  much  more  sharing  in  the 
future.  Additionally,  participation  on  this  committee  supports  the  FAA's  mission  to 
promote  aviation. 

FAA  COORDINATION  WITH  EPA  PHILADELPHIA  EXPANSION 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  Mr.  Hinson,  we  have  a  situation  in  Philadelphia 
in  which  the  Philadelphia  International  Airport  is  planning  on  ex- 
panding its  operations  with  the  construction  of  a  new  runway.  This 
committee  supports  this  project  and  provided  funding  for  the 
project  in  last  year's  bill. 

Like  all  other  major  projects,  the  airport  must  get  all  environ- 
mental clearances  for  the  project  to  proceed.  The  airport  has  re- 
quested a  finding  of  no  significant  impact.  Further,  the  airport  has 
fully  cooperated  with  the  EPA  engaging  in  extensive  tests  and  data 
analysis. 

I  am  told  that  this  long  process  could  be  streamlined  with  more 
aggressive  coordination  between  the  FAA  and  the  EPA.  I  under- 
stand that  you  recently  met  with  EPA  Administrator  Carol 
Browner  to  discuss  how  your  two  agencies  may  better  work  to- 
gether. Could  you  give  us  some  indication  what  steps  are  being 
taken  to  improve  coordination  between  your  two  agencies  that 
might  aid  airports  and  airport  projects  like  ours  in  Philadelphia.  I 
believe  it  is  an  excellent  example  of  why  interagency  cooperation 
and  coordination  is  essential. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  and  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  did  recently  meet  to  discuss  how  our  two  agencies  may  better  work 
together.  As  a  result,  it  was  agreed  to  designate  senior  level  representatives  to  fur- 
ther meet  and  coordinate  issues  of  mutual  interest  between  our  agencies.  While  we 
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have  not  yet  had  the  opportunity  to  address  specific  issues  we  definitely  see  this 
arrangement  to  be  beneficial  in  improving  interagency  cooperation  and  coordination. 

Regarding  the  Philadelphia  expansion  project,  an  environmental  assessment  (EA) 
covering  the  proposed  new  runway  has  been  underway  for  approximately  12 
months.  This  is  not  considered  to  be  an  unreasonable  amount  of  time  for  a  project 
of  this  magnitude.  We  currently  anticipate  being  able  to  issue  a  Finding  of  No  Sig- 
nificant Impact  (FONSI)  by  mid-summer  1994. 

EPA  has  stated  it  cannot  agree  with  a  FONSI  until  it  has  had  a  chance  to  review 
data  (to  be  submitted  by  Philadelphia)  regarding  project  impacts  on  a  sole  source 
aquifer  that  underlies  the  airport.  The  aquifer  supplies  drinking  water  to  a  portion 
of  New  Jersey.  The  EPA  further  must  be  satisfied  with  the  measures  that  will  be 
used  to  protect  the  integrity  of  a  toxic  waste  site  that  lies  above  the  aquifer  and 
that  the  new  runway  is  to  be  built  over.  The  FAA  and  the  City  and  its  consultants 
have  been  working  diligently  to  provide  EPA  with  the  information  it  has  requested. 
In  return,  EPA  has  committed  to  an  expeditious  review.  EPA  has  been  very  com- 
plimentary on  the  good  cooperation  exhibited  among  all  parties  and  anticipates  a 
satisfactory  and  timely  resolution  of  its  concerns. 

PRECISION  RUNWAY  MONITOR  INSTALLATION  SCHEDULE 

Mr.  FOGLIETTA.  The  new  runway  at  Philadelphia  International 
Airport  will  substantially  increase  the  airfield  capacity  under  in- 
strument weather  conditions.  In  order  to  optimize  the  use  of  this 
new  runway,  a  precision  runway  monitor  is  needed  to  be  deployed 
for  operation  in  late  1998.  What  is  your  schedule  for  the  installa- 
tion of  PRMs  in  general  and  in  Philadelphia  specifically. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  proposed  PRM  sites  and  anticipated  installations  are  as  follows: 

Location  Installation 

1.  Minn/St.  Paul  October  1994. 

2.  Atlanta  January  1995. 

3.  RDU  April  1995. 

4.  JFK August  1995. 

5.  TBD December  1995. 

Philadelphia  was  considered  for  the  5th  PRM  site  location,  however,  since  the  pro- 
posed commuter  runway  will  not  be  completed  until  late  1998/1999  the  fifi;h  site  will 
be  determined  at  a  later  date. 

GPS  DIFFERENTIAL  CORRECTIONS  OVER  LORAN-C 

Mr.  McDade.  Apparently,  recent  technical  work  has  shown  that 
it  is  possible  for  GPS  differential  corrections  and  integrity  mes- 
sages to  be  provided  to  users  over  the  existing  Loran-C  network 
and  that  augmentation  of  GPS  with  Loran-C  can  provide  highly  re- 
liable accuracy,  integrity  and  availability  redundancy  for  the  full 
range  of  transport  needs. 

Since  Loran  is  already  in  wide  use  and  operationally  proven,  this 
would  seem  to  be  a  multimodel  service  which  could  utilize  existing 
investment  and  infrastructure  at  much  less  cost  to  the  government 
and  users  than  supplementary  satellites  or  some  of  the  other  solu- 
tions which  are  also  being  proposed  for  GPS  augmentation.  Has  the 
FAA  examined  the  cost-benefits  of  augmenting  GPS  with  Loran-C? 
If  not,  why  not?  If  so,  what  has  the  FAA  learned? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Due  to  the  limitations  of  Loran-C  coverage  and  other  technical  constraints,  the 
FAA  is  not  now  considering  providing  GPS  differential  corrections  and  integrity 
messages  over  the  existing  Loran-C  network  We  are  now  engaged  in  an  intensive 
effort  to  implement  a  GPS  Wide  Area  Augmentation  System  (WAAS)  to  provide  im- 
proved integrity,  availability  and  accuracy  for  GPS  en  route  navigation  and  preci- 
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sion  approaches.  One  advantage  of  the  WAAS  concept  is  that  it  can  augment  GPS 
world-wide,  including  coverage  of  oceanic  areas  that  Loran-C  cannot  reach  and  ter- 
restrial areas  where  Loran-C  is  not  presently  installed. 

LORAN  AND  GPS  COMPATIBILITY 

Mr.  McDade.  Because  GPS  and  Loran  are  very  compatible, 
doesn't  it  make  sense  to  support  efforts  to  utilize  Loran  and  GPS 
technology  in  parallel  if  we  are  concerned  about  tight  budgets  and 
future  costs  for  the  government  in  providing  navigational  aids  and 
for  users  who  have  to  buy  equipment  and  ultimately  pay  a  share 
of  the  costs  related  to  the  system? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  an  active  participant  in  efforts  by  RTCA,  Inc.,  to  develop  a  Minimum 
Operational  Performance  Standard  (MOPS)  for  a  navigation  receiver  capable  of  uti- 
Uzing  GPS  and  Loran-C  signals.  When  the  MOPS  is  approved  by  the  RTCA  (pro- 
jected publication  date  is  December  1994),  we  will  work  with  the  users  and  the  avi- 
onics industry  to  develop  certification  standards  based  on  the  MOPS. 

Various  technologies  may  ultimately  offer  the  necessary  augmentation  for  GPS. 
Some  segments  of  the  user  community  may  use  GPS  with  Loran-C;  others  may  use 
GPS  plus  geostationary  satellites  (the  WAAS);  and  still  others  may  prefer  GPS  plus 
inertial  systems.  Each  user  segment  should  have  the  opportunity  to  evolve  into  a 
cost-effective  end-state  system. 

LORAN  AND  GPS — FUTURE  SYSTEM  MIX 

Mr.  McDade.  Would  you  agree  that  it  makes  sense  to  examine 
the  compatibility  of  existing  navigational  aids  like  Loran  with  GPS 
and  to  develop  cost-benefit  options  as  to  the  most  appropriate  fu- 
ture system  mix?  If  not,  why  not? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  Department  of  Transportation  has  initiated  a  study  to  determine  the  best  sys- 
tem or  mix  of  systems  to  augument  GPS  for  all  modes  of  transportation.  The  study 
will  include  some  first  level  cost-benefit  anlaysis,  and  Loran  is  one  of  the  systems 
being  considered.  The  resvilts  of  the  study  are  expected  in  the  fall  of  1994. 

GPS  AND  LORAN — ON-AIR  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 

Mr.  McDade.  Since  GPS  and  Loran  together  seem  to  hold  prom- 
ise, would  the  FAA  consider  some  on-air  test  and  evaluation  and 
perhaps  some  equipment  development  research  and  development 
projects  for  augmenting  GPS  with  Loran? 

[The  information  follows:] 

There  are  existing  receivers  which  provide  either  GPS  or  Loran-C  solutions  for 
navigation.  A  number  of  avionics  manufacturers  are  currently  developing  receivers 
which  integrate  these  functions.  Since  the  industry  has  already  taken  steps  to  inte- 
grate GPS  and  Loran,  there  doesn't  appear  to  be  a  need  for  the  FAA  to  duplicate 
this  effort.  The  avionics  industry  and  the  users  will  ultimately  determine  the  desir- 
ability of  a  Loran/GPS  receiver. 

CONTINENTAL  CONCERNS 

Mr.  DeLay.  For  well  over  a  year  now  I  have  been  going  back  and 
forth  with  the  FAA  regarding  an  Instrument  Landing  System  (ILS) 
at  Newark  International  Airport.  Newark  serves  as  a  major  hub  for 
the  nation's  fifth  largest  airline.  Continental,  and  is  based  in  my 
home  town  of  Houston.  Newark  has  over  600  departures  a  day. 
Thus,  when  aircraft  served  by  Newark  are  delayed  by  air  traffic 
control,  the  lag  is  felt  throughout  the  country. 

While  the  Department  has  finally  announced  that  the  long-await- 
ed and  approved  ILS  for  the  commuter  runway  will  finally  be  in- 
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stalled  this  year,  it  has  become  apparent  that  another  ILS  is  re- 
quired on  runway  4  Left/22  Right  (the  western  parallel  runway).  It 
is  my  understanding  that  while  there  is  an  ILS  in  operation  for  22 
Left,  when  22  Left  is  closed  for  maintenance,  snow  removal  or 
there  is  any  problem  with  the  weather  (fog,  low  clouds),  air  traffic 
delays  begin  to  build-up  quickly.  The  additional  equipment  would 
reduce  delays  significantly  and  cost  approximately  $1  million  for 
the  equipment  and  installation.  It  is  further  my  understanding 
that  installation  should  be  quick  as  no  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS)  will  be  required  (an  EIS  was  already  completed  for 
the  ILS  on  22  Left).  What  work  has  been  done  regarding  this 
project? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Although  Newark  International  Airport  qualifies  for  a  Category  I  ILS  on  runway 
22  Right,  the  FAA  has  limited  fiinding  for  ILS  projects.  Installation  of  an  ILS  at 
Newark  International  Airport  has  been  supported  by  the  FAA,  however,  with  the 
limited  number  of  ILS  sites,  this  site  did  not  rank  among  the  top  sites  of  our  na- 
tional priorities  for  this  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Is  the  FAA  willing  to  fund  this  equipment  and  make 
this  project  a  high  priority? 
[The  information  follows:] 

FAA  has  limited  the  number  of  Category  I  ILS  sites  due  to  the  onset  of  satellite 
navigation/landing  capabilities.  With  the  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS)  we  expect 
to  provide  precision  approach  capabilities  to  several  runways  which  currently  qual- 
ify for  an  ILS. 

You  may  have  received  some  misinformation  regarding  the  needs  for  an  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  (EIS).  For  each  new  runway  approach  an  EIS  needs  to 
be  completed.  EIS  work  is  runway  specific,  not  airport  generic,  therefore,  there  may 
be  a  great  deal  of  resistance  from  the  surrounding  community  due  to  the  noise  im- 
pact of  a  new  approach. 

GLOBAL  POSITIONING  SYSTEM  (GPS) 

]VIr.  DeLay.  Regarding  GPS,  clearly,  this  technology  is  the  pre- 
mier navigation  system  of  the  future.  Long-term  benefits  of  GPS 
include  improved  on-time  performance,  enhanced  safety,  increased 
savings  on  fuel  expenses,  reduction  in  pilot  workload  and  more  di- 
rect routing.  As  you  know,  since  the  middle  of  December,  one  air- 
line (Continental)  has  been  using  it  successfully  for  flights  between 
Denver  and  Aspen,  Colorado.  In  fact,  since  GPS  was  certified  for 
use  by  FAA  on  this  route,  Continental  has  flown  427  approaches 
of  which  158  required  use  of  GPS  because  of  weather  conditions. 
In  other  words,  GPS  has  allowed  some  10,000  passengers  to  travel 
between  Denver  and  Aspen  that  might  not  have  been  in  use.  In  re- 
cent v/eeks,  the  aviation  trade  papers  have  highlighted  the  ongoing 
discussions  between  DOT  and  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD) 
with  regard  to  "selective  availability"  which  is  the  ability  of  DoD 
to  quickly  and  completely  alter  the  GPS  signal  as  to  make  it  inef- 
fective for  navigation.  The  outcome  of  these  discussions  is  central 
to  whether  commercial  aviation  will  be  able  to  utilize  the  GPS  for 
airport  approaches. 

What  is  the  latest  regarding  these  discussions  and  what  are  you 
doing  to  quickly  resolve  this  problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Selective  Availability  (SA)  allows  DoD  to  degrade  the  positioning  accuracy  of  GPS 
signal  to  the  promised  Standard  Positioning  Service  (SPS)  levels  of  100  meters  hori- 
zontal and  140  meters  vertical  positioning  accuracy.  The  national  security  objective 
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of  degrading  the  signal,  through  implementation  of  a  set  of  parameters,  is  to  deny 
GPS  advantage  to  hostile  forces.  In  their  current  state,  the  SA  parameters  do  not 
render  GPS  signal  ineffective  for  navigation.  However,  SA  parameters  beyond  cer- 
tain limits  may  pose  a  problem. 

Currently,  FAA  and  DoD  are  working  together  to  come  to  a  mutual  understanding 
on  SA.  The  initial  progress  has  been  promising  and  the  final  agreement  on  the  SA 
operations  is  expected  by  Fall  1994.  Meanwhile,  FAA  and  DoD  have  an  interim 
agreement  on  SA  operations  and  the  commercial  aviation  community  is  continuing 
to  use  GPS  for  approaches  to  the  airport. 

REVENUE  DIVERSION 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  early  February,  Chairman  Carr  released  a  report 
which  showed  that  17  of  33  major  airports  were  using  airport-gen- 
erated funds  for  non-airport  purposes.  While  I  realize  that  some  of 
the  airports  investigated  claim  that  they  are  exempted  from  the  ex- 
isting law,  I  believe  that  this  report  highlights  a  disturbing  trend 
and  may  represent  just  the  tip  of  the  iceberg.  For  the  record,  what 
steps  has  or  will  the  FAA  take  in  order  to  safeguard  against  these 
revenue  diversions?  What  is  being  done  to  address  this  serious 
problem? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  is  strengthening  the  audit  procedures  set  forth  in  the  Compliance  sup- 
plement for  single  audits  of  state  and  local  governments.  Additionally,  FAA  is  devel- 
oping and  implementing  an  action  plan  to  counsel  those  airports  identified  as  poten- 
tially in  noncompliance;  initiating  enforcement  actions  in  the  absence  of  voluntary 
compliance,  including  possible  suspension  or  reduction  of  any  AIP  discretionary  or 
entitlement  funds;  developing  indicators  of  potential  noncompliance  and  working 
closely  with  the  OIG  so  that  airports  which  meet  certain  criteria  will  be  examined 
closely  and  developing  language  for  grant  assurances  to  authorize  or  require  special 
reports  for  FY  1995  grants  under  the  Single  Audit  workscope. 

Mr.  DeLay.  In  December  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  stated 
that  he  would  take  the  lead  in  determining  the  reasonableness  of 
airport  charges.  When  can  this  Committee  expect  to  see  guidelines 
and  definitions  so  that  those  who  have  concerns  know  whether  it 
is  worth  bringing  their  complaints  to  the  Secretary's  and  the  FAA's 
attention? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  developed  guidelines  for  the  determination  of  reasonable  rates  and 
charges.  Currently,  the  guidelines  are  being  coordinated  within  the  Department  and 
will  be  sent  to  the  0MB  for  its  concurrence.  We  hope  to  have  the  final  product  ready 
for  public  release  by  early  this  summer.  In  addition  the  recommended  changes  to 
the  Compliance  Supplement  for  Single  Audit  will  be  available  by  June  1994. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Both  the  Inspector  General's  office  and  this  Commit- 
tee's investigators  have  determined  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
revenue  diversion  from  airports — some  permitted  by  law,  but  much 
which  is  not  permitted  by  law.  When  does  the  Department  intend 
to  act  on  those  revenue  diversions  which  are  not  permitted  by  law, 
and  what  action  do  you  see  the  Department  taking? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  those  cases  where  the  FAA  and  the  OIG  have  agreed  that  there  is,  in  fact,  rev- 
enue diversion  not  in  accord  v«th  Section  511(a)(12)  of  the  AAIA,  the  FAA  notifies 
the  sponsor  that  the  funds  are  to  be  retiu-ned  to  the  airport  and  will  ensure  that 
the  sponsor  complies  with  that  notification.  FAA  has  been  successful  in  recapturing 
these  funds  from  the  airports. 

The  FAA  is  developing  and  implementing  an  action  plan  to  counsel  those  airports 
identified  as  potentially  in  noncompliance  and  is  initiating  enforcement  actions  in 
the  absence  of  voluntary  compliance,  including  possible  suspension  or  reduction  of 
any  AIP  discretionary  or  entitlement  funds. 
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FAA  ADVISORY  CIRCULARS 

Mr.  DeLay.  For  many  years,  the  FAA  has  avoided  the  rule- 
making process  by  issuing  advisory  circulars.  These  circulars  have 
the  force  and  effect  of  law  in  many  instances,  but  need  not  go 
through  the  Administrative  Procedures  Act  process,  nor  are  they 
subject  to  cost  benefit  analysis.  What  is  being  done  to  curb  the  un- 
warranted use  of  advisory  circulars? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Advisory  circular  publications  are  utilized  by  FAA  to  provide  non-mandatory  guid- 
ance and  information  to  the  industry  and  the  general  public  on  a  variety  of  policy 
and  technical  matters.  Advisory  circulars  are  not  regulatory  and  as  the  name  im- 
plies are  advisory  only.  With  respect  to  grants  for  airport  development,  the  Airport 
and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended,  requires  that  such  development 
be  in  accordance  with  standards  established  or  approved  by  the  Secretary.  The  advi- 
sory circulars  contain  standards  that  are  acceptable  to  the  Secretary  for  grant 
agreements  and  when  used  for  this  purpose  are  mutually  agreed  upon  as  a  contrac- 
tual commitment  and  are  not  imposed  as  a  regulatory  requirement.  The  advisory 
circulars  relating  to  airport  development  are  essentially  consensus  standards  and 
are  developed  through  a  comprehensive  coordination  process.  Drafts  are  distributed 
to  all  interested  parties  and  comments  solicited  and  analyzed.  Cost  effectiveness  is 
one  of  the  factors  often  raised  and  considered  in  this  comprehensive  review  effort. 

Most  airport  standards  are  highly  technical  and  subject  to  periodic  modifications 
from  research  and  technological  advancement.  In  applying  the  standards  in  many 
areas,  choices  must  be  made  based  on  engineering  judgment.  It  would  be  imprac- 
ticable and  unnecessary  to  make  such  complex  material  regulatory  and  would  re- 
strict the  flexibility  needed  to  adopt  this  guidance  to  meet  local  conditions. 

REGULATORY  BURDEN  ON  THE  AIRLINE  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  DeLay.  What  is  being  done  to  improve  cost  benefit  analysis? 
[The  information  follows:] 

In  keeping  with  the  Clinton  Administration's  Initiative  to  Promote  a  Strong  Com- 
petitive Aviation  Industry  the  FAA  is  aggressively  pursuing  an  effort  to  improve  the 
quality  of  its  cost  benefit  analysis.  Key  to  this  work  is  the  improvement  of  the  cost 
data  the  FAA  uses  in  its  analyses.  The  FAA  is  working  closely  with  the  industry 
on  this  objective  and  will  shortly  be  sponsoring  a  joint  conference  with  principal  ele- 
ments of  the  aviation  community  to  explore  new  ways  of  collecting  and  validating 
the  data  used  in  cost  benefit  analysis.  The  FAA  is  also  working  on  expanding  the 
scope  of  its  cost  benefit  analysis  through  greater  applications  of  cost  sensitivity 
analysis  and  in  the  development  of  new  methods  to  more  comprehensively  estimate 
benefits.  Throughout  this  process  the  FAA  has  been  working  closely  with  other  ele- 
ments of  government  to  include  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  the  Reg- 
ulatory Policy  Group  which  is  sponsored  jointly  by  the  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation and  the  President's  Council  of  Economic  Advisors. 

PRECISION  LANDING  SYSTEM  MIX 

Mr.  DeLay.  The  GAO  in  their  testimony  recommended  that  the 
FAA  analyze  its  need  for  precision  landing  systems  in  general  to 
determine  which  system  or  mix  of  systems  could  provide  the  most 
benefits  at  the  lowest  cost  to  both  the  FAA  and  the  system's  users. 
What  action  have  you  taken,  if  any,  to  date  regarding  this  analy- 
sis? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  and  DOD  have  a  study  underway  to  define  the  long-term  future  preci- 
sion approach  architecture  for  the  National  Airspace  System.  Working  with  the 
aviation  community,  a  set  of  operational  requirements,  technical  requirements,  and 
evaluation  criteria  have  been  developed  and  documented.  Candidate  system  archi- 
tectures have  been  identified  and  are  currently  being  evaluated  in  terms  of  perform- 
ance, costs  to  the  government  and  users,  operational  effectiveness,  technical  and 
operational  risks,  institutional  issues,  and  user  community  acceptance.  These  fac- 
tors will  determine  which  system  or  system  mix  could  provide  the  most  benefits  at 
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the  lowest  cost  to  both  the  FAA  and  the  users.  Another  important  consideration  is 
the  transition  to  the  preferred  architecture.  Recommendations  based  on  the  outcome 
of  these  assessments  will  be  developed  by  a  group  of  "stakeholders"  comprised  of 
FAA,  DOD,  and  the  user  community.  These  recommendations  will  form  the  basis 
for  a  U.S.  position  on  alternative  architectures  to  be  presented  at  a  special  Inter- 
national Civil  Aviation  Organization  Communications/Operations  Divisional  Meet- 
ing in  March  1995.  A  key  item  on  the  agenda  of  this  meeting  is  a  review  of  the 
ICAO  plan  to  transition,  in  1998,  from  ILS  to  MLS. 

Mr.  DeLay.  It  is  my  understanding  that  ILS  systems,  for  exam- 
ple, are  relatively  inexpensive  for  both  the  FAA  and  the  user,  and 
have  been  requested  at  a  rate  much  higher  than  the  rate  of  instal- 
lation. It  is  also  my  understanding  that  if  the  FAA  were  to  buy 
these  systems  at  a  bulk  rate  where  the  airport  could  buy  from  the 
FAA  rather  than  each  facility  purchasing  ILS  on  a  one-at-a-time 
basis,  the  cost  could  be  cut  significantly.  Has  the  FAA  considered 
this  type  of  procurement? 

[The  information  follows:] 

ILS  equipment  is  approximately  15-20  percent  of  the  cost  of  an  ILS  project  when 
considering  installation  and  approach  lighting  costs.  The  FAA  has  considered  the 
benefits  of  supplying  ILS's  to  airport  sponsors. 

The  FAA  will  no  longer  be  procuring  ILS's  after  fiscal  year  1995  except  for  a  few, 
high  performance,  Category  II  and  III  needs.  Future  requirements  for  Category  I 
precision  approach  will  be  met  with  the  satellite  based  global  positioning  system 
(GPS).  With  the  cessation  of  Category  I  projects  after  fiscal  year  1995,  the  possible 
value  of  supplying  ILS's  to  airport  sponsors  is  negated  by  the  imminent  transition 
to  GPS.  This  type  of  procurement  is  no  longer  being  considered  by  the  FAA. 

GRANTS  IN  AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 

Mr.  DeLay.  For  the  record,  what  has  the  FAA  done  in  the  past 
with  these  two  airports?  What  financial  undertakings  have  taken 
place? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Under  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (fiscal  year  1982-present),  the  FAA  has 
funded  two  projects  at  Houston's  Clover  Field  Airport  for  a  total  of  $102,266  in  dis- 
cretionary funds.  The  first  grant  was  issued  in  fiscal  year  1989  for  $31,500  (Federal 
funds)  for  a  master  plan  study  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  public  acquisition  of 
the  airport.  The  second  grant  was  issued  in  fiscal  year  1992  for  $70,766  (Federal 
funds)  for  a  master  plan  study. 

No  AIP  funds  have  been  granted  for  projects  at  Houston  Southwest  Airport. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Could  you  supply  a  time  line  for  my  reference  re- 
garding these  events? 
[The  information  follows:] 

The  two  grants  for  Houston's  Clover  Field  were  issued  in  fiscal  years  1989  and 
1992. 

CLOVER  FIELD  AND  SOUTHWEST  AIRPORT 

Mr.  DeLay.  The  City  of  Pearland,  in  my  District,  has  expressed 
interest  in  purchasing  Clover  Field  which  is  currently  a  reliever 
airport.  The  FAA  has  been  reluctant  to  fund  any  further  studies  to 
look  at  any  possible  development  of  an  existing  general  aviation 
airport  until  a  full-blown  site  analysis  study  was  undertaken  with 
a  city  sponsor.  Also,  Missouri  City  has  expressed  interest  in  pur- 
chasing Houston  Southwest  Airport  located  in  Areola  also  in  my 
district. 

I  am  in  the  process  of  trying  to  find  out  where  these  airports  fit 
in  with  the  overall  plan  for  the  Houston  reliever  system.  I  am  in- 
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terested  in  the  most  cost-effective  plan  that  promotes  growth  and 
allows  access  to  the  growing  surrounding  Houston  area. 

For  the  Record,  what  has  the  FAA  done  in  the  past  with  these 
two  airports?  What  financial  undertakings  have  taken  place? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Under  the  Airport  Improvement  Program  (FY  1982-Present),  the  FAA  has  funded 
two  projects  at  Houston's  Clover  Field  Airport  for  a  total  of  $102,266  in  discre- 
tionary funds.  The  first  grant  was  issued  in  1989  for  $31,500  (Federal  funds)  for 
a  master  plan  study  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  public  acquisition  of  the  airport. 
The  second  grant  was  issued  in  1992  for  $70,766  (Federal  funds)  for  a  master  plan 
study. 

No  AIP  funds  have  been  granted  for  projects  at  Houston  Southwest  Airport. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Could  you  supply  a  time  line  for  my  reference  re- 
garding these  events? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  two  grants  for  Houston's  Clover  Field  were  issued  in  fiscal  years  1989  and 
1992. 

Mr.  DeLay.  You  want  to  try  and  figure  out  how  to  support  one 
or  both  of  the  airport  acquisitions  and  you  are  interested  in  finding 
out  answers  to  problems  that  arise.  The  two  airports  are  relatively 
close  together.  Clover  Field  is  a  reliever  airport  and  Houston 
Southwest  has  asked  for  this  designation.  Is  that  the  present  sta- 
tus? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  that  is  the  present  status.  Clover  Field,  a  reliever  airport,  is  situated  ap- 
proximately eight  miles  south-southeast  of  Houston  William  P.  Hobby  Airport  and 
approximately  eight  miles  from  Houston  Ellington  Field.  Houston  Southwest  Air- 
port, a  privately-owned  general  aviation  airport,  is  located  approximately  15  miles 
east  of  Clover  Field  and  13  miles  southeast  of  Sugar  Land  municipal  Airport,  a  re- 
liever airport  for  Houston  Intercontinental.  The  owner  of  Houston  Southwest  has  re- 
quested it  be  designated  a  reliever  airport. 

In  1992  Fort  Bend  County  expressed  in  interest  in  acquiring  Houston  Southwest 
Airport.  The  community  of  Missouri  City  has  also  expressed  an  interest  in  acquiring 
the  airport.  They  have  contacted  the  Texas  Department  of  Transportation,  Division 
of  Aviation,  which  handles  all  of  Texas  general  aviation  facilities  through  the  FAA 
State  Block  Grant  Program.  While  the  state  office  has  not  responded  to  Missouri 
City,  the  consensus  of  both  the  FAA  and  the  Texas  Division  of  Aviation  is  to  not 
grant  reliever  status  to  Houston  Southwest  Airport. 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  Clover  Field  is  sold,  how  will  this  affect  the  re- 
liever status  or  future  status  of  Clover  Field  and  Southwest  Air- 
port? 

[The  information  follows:] 

If  Clover  Field  is  sold  as  an  airport  it  would  continue  to  function  as  a  reliever 
airport  and  Southwest  Airport  would  not  be  affected.  If  Clover  Field  is  sold  for  rede- 
velopment for  non-aviation  uses  it  would  probably  have  little  impact  on  the  status 
of  Southwest  Airport  because  there  are  several  private  and  public  general  aviation 
facilities  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Clover  Field  which  could  easily  absorb  general 
aviation  activity  currently  conducted  at  Clover  Field 

Mr.  DeLay.  What  is  the  FAA's  overall  picture  regarding  this  re- 
gion and  in  particular,  what  is  FAA's  plans  for  this  region  and 
these  airports? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA's  goal  for  the  greater  Houston  area  is  to  develop  a  system  of  airports 
to  serve  both  commercial  and  general  aviation  needs.  A  primary  consideration  is  to 
reduce  demands  on  the  city's  air  carrier  airports.  The  Houston  area  has  7  existing 
reliever  airports  and  two  new  relievers  planned,  Houston  Westside  Airport  and 
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Houston  Eastside  (Bajrtown)  Airport.  The  FAA  currently  supports  the  efforts  to  de- 
velop the  two  new  reliever  airports. 

Mr.  DeLay.  How  do  they  fit  in  for  Houston,  and  the  surrounding 
area  in  the  future? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Clover  Field  will  continue  to  serve  as  a  reliever  for  William  Hobby  Airport.  An 
analysis  of  the  Houston  area's  general  aviation  and  reliever  airports  completed  in 
1992  indicated  that  Houston  Southwest  Airport  has  very  limited  expansion  capabil- 
ity due  to  a  road  and  railroad  on  either  side  of  the  runway  and  a  major  highway 
and  railroad  not  far  to  the  east.  In  addition,  a  major  drainage  canal  is  located  imme- 
diately north  and  east  of  the  airport.  The  study  recommended  that  Southwest  Air- 
port not  be  considered  for  reliever  status. 

CONTRACT  TOWERS 

Mr.  DeLay.  The  FAA  is  aggressively  working  with  the  contract- 
ing out  of  level  I  FAA  Air  Traffic  Control  towers.  I  commend  the 
FAA  for  their  efforts  in  this  regard.  Has  the  FAA  taken  a  look  at 
the  privatization  of  Level  H  and  Level  III  towers  in  conjunction 
with  the  Level  I  privatization  effort? 

[The  information  follows: 

No  the  FAA  has  not  looked  into  the  privatization  of  Level  H  and  Level  III  towers 
in  conjunction  with  the  Level  I  privatization  effort.  At  this  time,  the  FAA  will  not 
contract  for  services  at  control  towers  which  are  Level  II  and  above,  because  of  their 
increased  interface  with  the  instrument  flight  rules  (IFR)  system  and  their  integral 
role  in  the  overall  National  Airspace  System.  The  FAA  considers  IFR  services  inher- 
ently governmental  functions  which  are  not  contracted. 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  not,  can  you  take  a  serious  look  at  this  idea  and 
give  me  the  pros  and  cons  that  would  face  the  contracting  out  of 
Level  II  and  Level  III  towers? 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  has  not  looked  into  the  privatization  of  Level  II  and  Level  III  towers, 
nor  has  it  conducted  any  studies  on  the  subject.  The  FAA  considers  instrument 
flight  rules  services  inherently  governmental  functions  which  are  not  contracted. 
For  this  reason  the  FAA  has  not  conducted  any  studies  on  the  subject  and  has  no 
plans  to  do  so  in  the  near  future. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Can  you  give  me  a  cost  estimate  of  the  savings  in- 
volved with  this  proposal? 
[The  information  follows:] 

There  have  been  no  cost  estimates  concerning  contracting  Level  II  and  Level  III 
towers  completed,  therefore  there  is  no  data  to  provide. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Would  it  take  legislative  language  to  institute  such 
a  privatization  program  or  could  it  be  done  in  conjunction  with  the 
existing  Level  I  tower  privatization  program? 

[The  information  follows:] 

To  the  FAA's  knowledge  it  would  not  require  legislative  language  to  institute  such 
a  privatization  program.  It  would  however,  require  an  enormous  amount  of  upfront 
expenses,  much  more  than  what  is  associated  with  the  current  Level  I  tower  pro- 
gram. There  are  many  more  employees  located  at  Level  II  and  Level  III  towers  and 
operating  costs  are  significantly  higher  than  at  Level  I  towers.  In  addition,  the  FAA 
considers  instrument  flight  rules  services  inherently  governmental  functions  which 
are  not  contracted.  For  this  reason  the  FAA  has  not  conducted  any  studies  on  the 
subject  and  has  no  plans  to  do  so  in  the  near  future. 
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Wednesday,  April  20,  1994. 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

witnesses 

linda  daschle,  deputy  administrator 

gene  conti,  deputy  assistant  secretary  for  budget  and  pro- 
grams, office  of  the  secretary 

nick  stoer,  assistant  administrator  for  budget  and  ac- 
counting 

martin  pozesky,  associate  administrator  for  systems  engi- 
neering and  development 

william  pollard,  associate  administrator  for  air  traffic 

Opening  Remarks 

Mr.  Carr.  We  will  call  this  morning's  hearing  to  order  and  apolo- 
gize to  our  friends  for  the  late  start.  We  had  a  journal  vote  just  as 
we  were  scheduled  to  begin. 

We  are  delighted  today  to  have  the  Deputy  Administrator  of  the 
FAA  with  us  to  continue  FAA's  testimony,  and  although  the  Dep- 
uty is  not  a  stranger  to  this  room,  having  represented  the  CAB  in 
government  relations,  it  is  the  first  time  before  the  Committee,  and 
it  is  a  real  distinct  personal  pleasure  to  have  you  here  today.  We 
are  going  to  put  your  biography  in  the  record  because  it  is  your 
first  appearance.  Did  you  have  any  prepared  remarks? 

Ms.  Daschle.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Carr.  No,  okay.  We  had  already  introduced  the  Administra- 
tor's prepared  remarks  yesterday  and  I  think  what  we  will  try  to 
do  is  to  expedite  by  getting  into  some  questions  and  answers.  We 
understand  that  the  Administrator  could  not  be  here  and  was  ex- 
cused from  being  here  today,  but  we  are  delighted  to  have  you. 
Welcome. 

Ms.  Daschle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  having  my 
first  opportunity  to  testify  before  this  committee.  I  will  admit  to 
you  that  my  preferred  choice  of  seating  has  always  been  in  the 
back  row.  Let  me  say  with  all  sincerity  that  I  appreciate  the  sup- 
port that  you,  your  staff  and  other  Members  of  this  committee  have 
given  to  me  since  I  became  the  Deputy  Administrator  some  five 
months  ago. 

(943) 
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Biography 

of 

Linda  Hall  Daschle 

Dqjuty  Administiator 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 


President  Clinton  nominated  Linda  Hall  Daschle  as  Deputy  Administrator  for  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  citing  an  18  year  long  career  in  aviation  that  has 
ranged  from  weather  observer  to  an  airport  and  airline  industry  executive. 

Only  the  second  woman  to  hold  the  post  of  Deputy  Administrator,  Daschle's 
responsibilities  include  helping  to  administer  the  53,000-person  agency's  nearly  $9 
billion  budget.   The  FAA's  mandate  includes  certification  of  aircraft,  airports,  pilots, 
and  aviation  mechanics.   It  also  operates  and  maintains  the  U.S.  air  traffic  control 
system.   Currently,  Daschle  is  involved  in  assessing  the  FAA's  multibillion  dollar 
Advanced  Automation  System,  which  is  designed  to  modernize  the  air  traffic  system  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  21st  century.  In  addition,  she  has  been  instrumental  in 
advancing  the  Administration's  plan  to  set  up  a  government  corporation  to  run  the  air 
traffic  system. 

Before  joining  the  FAA,  Daschle  was  a  vice  president  for  the  American  Association  of 
Airport  Executives,  a  professional  organization  representing  over  1,700  airport 
executives.   Prior  to  that,  she  served  as  Director  of  Federal  Affairs  for  the  Air 
Transport  Association  of  America,  a  trade  organization  representing  the  Nation's  major 
air  carriers.  Daschle  also  was  the  first  woman  to  direct  the  former  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board's  Office  of  Congressional,  Community  and  Consumer  Affairs. 

Bom  in  Oklahoma,  Daschle  got  her  first  aviation-related  job  as  an  official  weather 
observer  for  the  FAA  while  attending  Kansas  State  University.   Before  joining  the 
FAA,  Daschle  was  a  member  of  the  U.S.  Travel  and  Tourism  Congressional  Advisory 
Board  and  chairperson  of  the  Oglala-Lakota  College  Foundation  Board.   The  college  is 
the  only  Native  American  four-year  college  in  the  United  States. 
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ADVANCED  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM  (AAS) 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  we  are  delighted  to  have  you  here.  I  know  that 
other  Members  will  be  arriving  and  that  they  will  have  some  ques- 
tions. It  has  been  my  hope  that  today  we  could  concentrate  a  little 
bit  on  AAS. 

I  know  that  you  have  been  tasked  with  the  job  of  getting  the 
agency's  arms  around  this  massive  problem  and  directing  us  to  a 
more  favorable  outcome,  and  so  while  there  may  be  a  few  questions 
that  go  on  to  other  issues,  and  I  know  that  will  probably  be  the 
case  as  other  Members  arrive,  I  would  like  to  delve  into  the  AAS 
issue.  If  we  do  not  do  it  here,  we  would  be,  I  think,  responsible  for 
holding  a  separate  AAS  hearing  to  update  the  AAS  hearing  we  had 
last  year  about  this  time.  And  I  would,  in  the  interest  of  time,  not 
want  to  schedule  an  AAS-dedicated  hearing. 

You  and  the  administrator  and  I  have  discussed  this  at  great 
length,  but  I  think  we  need  to  put  some  things  on  the  record.  I 
commend  you  for  the  swift  way  that  you  and  the  administrator 
have  moved  to  take  control  of  this  particular  issue.  It  is  a  time 
when  we  have  seen  the  contractor  essentially  change  through  a 
change  in  the  private  sector.  We  have  received  some  briefings  from 
you  on  the  work  of  the  CNA,  Center  for  Naval  Analysis.  We  are 
grateful  for  their  help  and  the  light  they  have  shed  on  this. 

I  wanted  to  get  into  a  question  that  I  asked  of  Ken  Mead  yester- 
day, and  I  know  that  you  were  not  in  the  room  at  the  time.  The 
GAO  reported  that  they  thought  there  would  be  about  a  22-month 
time  frame  to  get  resolution  of  this  issue.  The  Loral  Corporation 
has  indicated  that  their  time  frame  would  be  approximately,  seven 
months  shorter  than  that.  So  I  wanted  to  get  on  the  record  from 
the  FAA  the  time  frame  that  we  might  want  to  look  at  as  a  way 
of  establishing  a  marker  for  the  committee's  future  oversight. 

Where  do  you  fall  in  the  time  estimate? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Let  me  begin  by  telling  you  of  the  work  that  the 
Administrator  asked  of  myself  as  well  as  the  Chief  Counsel  after 
he  was  advised  of  the  increase  in  the  AAS  costs.  He  wanted  us  to 
review  the  programs,  schedule,  as  well  as  the  costs,  and  to  identify 
risk  that  may  increase  the  costs  for  program  completion. 

As  you  know,  we  were  asked  to  do  this  in  a  45-day  period.  We 
assembled  a  team  of  FAA  and  DOT  experts  who  had  not  been  asso- 
ciated with  the  program,  but  who  were  obviously  knowledgeable 
about  that  program.  During  that  45-day  period,  they  interviewed 
some  100  individuals,  and  scrubbed  some  300  documents.  We  were 
obviously  assisted  by  the  work  of  this  committee  as  well  as  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  the  Inspector  General  of  DOT,  the 
unions  and  the  users.  We  are  very  appreciative  of  the  support  they 
provided  to  us. 

Because  there  was  so  much  substantial  data  for  us  to  examine, 
we  did  not  attempt  to  do  a  bottoms-up  cost  analysis.  Instead  we 
started  with  the  program  office's  current  budget  and  schedule.  Be- 
cause the  program  is  so  complex,  we  tried  to  break  it  down  into 
four  main  cost  areas:  one  for  completing  the  automation  needs  for 
the  en  route  environment;  one  for  completing  the  automation  needs 
for  terminal;  one  for  tower,  and  then  we  had  another  category 
called  ancillary  or  those  other  items  that  were  needed  to  supple- 
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ment  the  program's  completion  such  as  spare  parts,  installation, 
and  training  of  the  work  force. 

We  attempted  to  provide  the  Administrator  with  three  estimates, 
essentially,  three  schedule  scenarios  by  which  he  could  assess  the 
risk  of  completing  the  program.  What  we  did  find,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  that  the  more  compressed  the  schedule,  the  greater  the  risk.  In 
our  report,  we  concluded  that  the  most  likely  scenario  involved  a 
20-month  delay  and  an  additional  $1  billion  expenditu^ie. 

Now,  let  me  share  with  you  that  the  schedule  that  most  of  us  are 
familiar  with,  and  I  believe  the  one  that  GAO  and  Loral  have  ref- 
erenced. That  schedule  is  the  one  by  which  we  would  deploy  the 
initial  sector  suite  system  (ISSS),  the  en  route  automation  pro- 
gram. We  found  that  there  was  considerable  risk  to  the  government 
with  the  current  schedule  in  that  it  would  have  the  government 
take  formal  test  acceptance  of  the  system  while  critical 
functionality  still  needed  to  be  developed  and  tested.  I  can  tell  you 
that  in  my  own  personal  opinion,  I  am  not  sure  that  is  a  prudent 
plan  for  government.  I  think  government  should  expect  from  IBM 
a  system  that  has  all  critical  functionality  successfully  developed 
and  tested  before  IBM  expects  the  government  to  take  acceptance 
of  the  system. 

The  Loral  proposal  was  just  presented  to  us  about  a  week  ago. 
I  would,  be  happy  to  come  back  to  you  and  provide  you  with  more 
of  our  analysis  as  we  continue  to  digest  it. 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  agree  that  the  current  acceptance  plan  has  considerable  risk.  The  Loral  "Fast 
Track"  proposal  reduces  Government  risk  by  deferring  acceptance  until  all  critical 
functionality  is  included  in  the  system.  The  "Fast  Track"  proposal  is  attractive  in 
concept  and  it  is  being  considered  by  the  Recovery  Team. 

AAS  SCHEDULE  DELAY 

Mr.  Carr.  In  other  words,  the  difference  between  a  7-month 
delay  and  a  20-month  delay  is  this  particular  proposal,  this  feature 
of  accepting  the  system.  Can  you  expand  on  your  testimony  and  tell 
us  exactly  what  are  those  critical  functionality  items  that  would  be 
required  to  be  accepted  before  full  testing? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Much  of  the  functionality  is  related  to  what  the 
controller  needs  to  do  with  this  automation.  In  specific  areas  I  can 
tell  you  that  the  agency,  as  well  as  IBM,  have  not  perfected  the  au- 
tomation of  flight  strip  processing.  Although  I  understand  that  a 
simplified  prototype  has  been  developed  and  that  it  is  being  evalu- 
ated. 

We  have  not  come  to  a  conclusion  about  a  need  for  a  backup  sys- 
tem, as  we  refer  to  it,  "continuous  ops."  I  can  tell  you  that  there 
is  considerable  debate  about  a  baseline  system  that  is  to  have  an 
incredible  requirement  for  availability  and  reliability.  As  you  know, 
the  system  by  design  is  only  to  be  down  not  more  than  roughly 
three  seconds  per  year.  So  you  would  have  to  question,  or  at  least 
I  think  we  should  be  questioning,  why  we  need  a  backup  system. 
On  the  other  hand,  our  controller  work  force  is  concerned  about 
any  type  of  failure  within  the  system  and  being  left  without  an 
independent  source  of  radar  data. 

On  the  continuous  ops,  let  me  just  say  we  have  not  come  to  any 
conclusion  in  that  area.  So  there  is  still  significant  work  that  needs 
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to  be  developed  as  well  as  tested.  Under  the  current  program,  we 
would  be  taking  formal  test  acceptance  in  September.  I  can  tell 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  ready  to  take  formal  test  accept- 
ance. 

AAS  REVIEW  BY  THE  CENTER  FOR  NAVAL  ANALYSIS 

Mr.  Carr.  Since  this  is  a  relatively  new  development,  I  am  won- 
dering if  the  Center  for  Naval  Analysis  has  had  a  chance  to  look 
at  this  proposal.  Do  you  know? 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  am  not  aware  if  the  Administrator  has  given  to 
CNA  Loral's  new  approach  to  developing  ISSS,  and  I  will  check 
into  that  and  get  back  to  you. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  it  would  be  helpful,  I  think,  to  have  their  opinion 
as  well,  and  perhaps  supplied  to  us  by  letter.  And  I  might  say,  be- 
cause we  are  talking  about  this,  we  probably  should  invite  Loral 
to  give  us  a  paper  that  explains  what  their  point  of  view  is,  too. 
I  am  trying  to  do  this  in  a  way  that  makes  a  complete  record  with- 
out holding  a  dedicated  AAS  hearing.  That  consumes  a  great  deal 
of  everyone's  time  and  yours  and  Loral's  and  the  CNA.  So  if  we  can 
just  get  the  information  without  a  formal  hearing,  we  would  like 
to  do  that. 

[The  information  follows:] 

We  will  be  discussing  this  issue  with  CNA  and  Loral  in  the  very  near  future. 

AAS — FAA  AND  CNA  REVIEWS 

Mr.  Carr.  Your  in-house  review,  led  by  you  and  the  Chief  Coun- 
sel, what  is  going  to  happen  to  that  review  process?  I  am  con- 
cerned, I  guess,  that  you  are  exercising  your  own  in-house  over- 
sight on  this,  and  then  we  have  CNA  exercising  some  oversight  on 
this.  Are  both  those  oversight  channels  going  to  continue  for  a 
while?  Is  one  going  to  give  way  to  the  other?  How  do  you  see  the 
internal  oversight  proceeding? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Well,  the  task  of  the  different  reviews  was  some- 
what different.  We  were  asked  to  do  a  cost  and  schedule  risk  as- 
sessment and  CNA  has  been  asked  to  provide  recommendations  on 
improving  management  of  the  program  as  well  as  containing  costs. 
There  is  a  third  review  that  is  almost  completed,  and  that  is  to 
revalidate  our  automation  requirements.  We  essentially  started 
that  effort,  which  is  led  by  myself  as  well  as  Monte  Belger,  with 
a  threshold  question  that  if  AAS  was  canceled  today  what  would 
the  agency's  automation  needs  be,  both  short-term,  between  now 
and  the  year  2000,  and  long-term.  For  a  requirement  to  be  vali- 
dated, it  had  to  meet  or  exceed  a  deficiency  in  terms  of  safety,  and 
capacity  or  provide  improved  efficiency  for  either  FAA  operations 
or  the  user  community. 

Those  three  reports,  which  I  think  have  been  and  will  be  very  in- 
strumental to  the  agency,  are  now  being  reviewed  by  what  we  are 
calling  a  recovery  team.  That  team  is  lead  by  our  new  AAS  pro- 
gram manager.  Bob  Valone.  It  is  his  job,  as  well  as  that  of  his 
team,  to  come  back  to  the  Administrator  in  the  May  timeframe 
with,  as  I  would  essentially  call  it,  the  health  care  plan  for  AAS. 
This  plan  would  guide  us  as  to  how  to  take  it  out  of  intensive  care 
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and  exactly  what  steps  we  need  to  take  to  know  where  we  want 
to  go  with  this  automation  program. 

At  this  time  we  do  not  have  plans,  although  I  will  talk  to  the  Ad- 
ministrator and  come  back  to  you  with  a  more  definitive  answer, 
to  continue  to  keep  CNA  in  the  business  of  providing  oversight. 
That  could  certainly  change  so  I  will  keep  you  apprised  of  that. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  not  making  an  argument  one  way  or  the  other. 
I  just  want  to  endorse  that  their  information  was  useful  to  us  as 
well. 

Ms.  Daschle.  Yes,  it  was. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  I  think  in  a  troubled  program  like  this,  it  has 
been  helpful  to  get  some  other  perspectives.  It  is  very  hard  to  do 
that,  and  I  thought  that  that  was  a  good  idea  of  the  Administra- 
tor's and/or  yours,  whoever  thought  that  one  up. 

Ms.  Daschle.  If  I  may  just  offer,  given  the  investment  that  I 
have  made  to  date  in  this  program,  I  plan  on  staying  with  it. 

AAS — COST  OVERRUN 

Mr.  Carr.  I  am  sure.  We  are  told  of  the  $1.2  billion  estimated 
overrun,  about  $750  million  would  be  for  the  replan.  Is  that  an  ac- 
curate figure? 

Ms.  Daschle.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Carr.  Now,  of  course  Mr.  Del  Balzo  said  last  year  that  the 
overrun  would  be  no  more  than  $93  million,  and  he  said  that  the 
FAA  hoped  to  avoid  some  or  all  of  the  costs  in  negotiations  with 
the  contractor.  Is  there  a  reason  why  that  estimate  is  now  so  far 
off? 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  can  provide  you  with  any  one 
reason.  I  would  be  happy  to  come  back  to  you  with  a  response  for 
the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 

Last  year  during  appropriations  hearings,  the  FAA  testified  that  there  was  a  po- 
tential for  cost  growth  of  approximately  $200  million.  This  was  based  on  the  follow- 
ing assumptions  (dollars  in  millions). 

Program  baseline  $4,703.4 

Estimate  to  complete  the  contract  $707.0 

IBM  fee  loss (93.0) 

Reserved  for  cost  growth  (222.0) 

Budget  for  over  FPI  target  cost  (157.0) 

Estimated  increase  to  cost  baseline  $235.0 

Revised  program  estimate  $4,938.4 

The  AAS  Replan  proposal  was  received  from  IBM  in  June  1993.  In  September 
1993,  the  magnitude  of  the  contract  cost  overrun  was  quantified  as  part  of  the 
Replan  negotiations.  The  negotiated  overrun  was  $741  million,  which  compares  with 
the  FAA  estimate  in  March  1993  of  $707  million. 

The  cost  of  the  negotiated  contract  changes  is  only  a  part  of  the  projected  program 
cost  growth  of  $1.2  billion.  The  majority  cost  growth  resulted  from  changes  in  basic 
assumptions  that  we  used  to  offset  cost  growth  estimate  last  March  and  new  re- 
quirements that  were  not  known  last  year. 

AAS — REPORTING  COST  OVERRUNS 

Mr.  Carr.  We  just  have  some  discrepancies  that,  as  we  bring  our 
record  forward,  we  would  like  to  get  some  rationale  why  estimates 
of  the  past  were  so  far  off  relative  to  what  is  being  produced  now 
as  an  estimate. 
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One  of  the  problems  the  committee  has  had  is  that  even  accord- 
ing to  dot's  major  acquisition  policies  and  procedures  manual, 
there  is  a  requirement  to  actively  monitor  contract  performance. 
And  as  early  as  1990,  IBM  began  reporting  significant  overruns. 
That  information  was  really  not  adequately  conveyed  to  Congress, 
to  this  committee  an3rway.  I  understand  that  the  program  manager 
is  no  longer  with  us,  but  was  there  any  information  that  you  were 
able  to  develop  that  indicated  that  there  was  an  intent  to  conceal 
information? 

Ms.  Daschle.  No,  I  don't  have  evidence  that  there  was  an  at- 
tempt to  conceal  information.  I  will  tell  you  that  the  Administrator 
and  I  have  been  troubled  at  times  by  an  inability  to  get  the  bad 
news  on  the  AAS  program.  I  think  we  are  fostering  a  change  with- 
in the  agency.  As  well,  CNA  was  asked  to  look  at  all  of  the  support 
contractors,  the  scope  of  their  work,  and  the  value  of  the  work  that 
they  have  been  providing  to  this  program.  I  would  say  that  the 
question  of  their  effectiveness  has  not  been  answered  and  will  not 
be  until  we  get  CNA's  report.  I  believe  the  Administrator  shared 
with  you  yesterday  that  he  expects  to  get  it  at  the  end  of  this 
month. 

Mr.  Carr.  Speaking  just  as  a  management  cultural  problem,  bad 
news  in  any  organization  is  hard  to  percolate  up  to  the  top.  Have 
you  identified  that  that  may  be  a  particular  problem  at  the  FAA? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Let  me  just  say  with  this  program,  it  has  been  dif- 
ficult to  always  ask  the  right  question.  Therefore,  you  find  that  you 
ask  many  questions.  But,  again,  I  have  found  that  the  people  in- 
volved with  the  program  now  are  very  willing  to  have  an  appro- 
priate exchange  with  the  top  leadership  of  the  agency. 

As  you  know,  last  year  Mr.  Del  Balzo  testified  before  Congress 
that  we  were  changing  the  structure  of  this  program  and  that  it 
would  report  directly  to  the  Administrator.  I  think  that  that  has 
been  a  positive  change.  The  program  manager  and  I  talk  fre- 
quently, almost  daily  through  our  electronic  information  highway. 
We  also  meet  regularly  to  discuss  what  is  happening  with  the  pro- 
gram. 

Mr.  Carr.  Who  does  the  new  program  manager  report  to? 

Ms.  Daschle.  To  the  administrator. 

Mr.  Carr.  Directly? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Yes,  directly,  through  me.  I  am  not  sure  that  on 
our  organizational  chart  that  is  as  clear  as  perhaps  it  should  be, 
but  the  program  manager  knows  that  his  boss  is  the  Administrator 
of  the  FAA.  He  is  to  report  to  the  Administrator. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  am  trying  to  ask  the  right  question  now.  In 
the  context  of  the  organization  of  the  FAA,  there  are  a  number  of 
people  who  probably  report  to  the  administrator.  I  suppose,  in  the- 
ory, anyone  can  report  to  the  administrator;  right? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  there  is  also  a  chain  of  command.  You  are  the 
deputy.  I  don't  want  to  see  us  get  into  a  situation  where  we  end 
up  having  a  deputy  administrator  for  AAS,  because  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant from  the  standpoint  of  the  knowledge  that  you  have  and 
the  whole  coordination  of  the  agency  that  the  program  manager 
understand  that.  Can  you  help  me  out  here? 
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Ms.  Daschle.  If  I  am  understanding  the  intent  behind  your 
question,  let  me  just  share  with  you  that  I  am  very  confident  that 
the  program  manager  understands  the  involvement  of  the  deputy 
in  this  program.  I  am  also  confident  that  all  other  senior  managers 
at  the  FAA  also  understand  the  importance  of  the  deputy's  role. 

AAS — LORAL  CONTRACT 

Mr.  Carr.  You  are  now  spending  close  to  a  million  dollars  a  day 
on  the  Loral  contract,  which  could  be  changed  significantly,  pos- 
sibly even  terminated.  I  don't  think  that  is  a  likelihood.  Again, 
going  to  this  delay,  do  we  not  have  an  obligation  to  move  quickly? 

Ms.  Daschle.  We  absolutely  do.  Let  me  share  with  you  that  the 
Administrator  is  very  concerned  about  making  sure  that  we  are  in- 
vesting properly  in  this  program.  We  have  deferred  spending.  In 
fact,  the  Administrator  announced  a  deferral  approximately  30 
days  ago  in  one  segment  of  the  AAS  program  when  as  a  result  of 
our  task  force  findings  it  was  found  that  a  particular  segment  was 
not  well  justified.  We  have  slowed  down  progress  payments  to  IBM, 
and  we  are  only  funding  this  program  on  a  month-to-month  incre- 
ment. But  time  is  of  the  essence,  absolutely. 

AAS — PROGRAMMING  NEW  LINES  OF  CODE 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  original  agreement  with  IBM,  apparently  the 
company  estimated  that  computer  programmers  could  produce 
about  200  lines  of  new  code  a  month  and  it  turns  out  they  can  only 
do  about  80  lines.  Then  the  slowdown  caused  them  to  hire  either 
more  programmers  or  delay  the  schedule.  Apparently,  this  was  not 
picked  up  in  the  FAA  monitoring  of  the  program.  Argue  with  that, 
if  I  am  wrong,  but  that  was  my  information. 

I  guess  the  question  is,  as  we  move  forward,  if  my  premise  is  ac- 
curate, what  is  being  done  in  the  FAA  to  monitor  that  things  like 
lines  of  code  goals  are  being  met? 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  am  glad  you  asked. 

Mr.  Carr.  That  is  pretty  detailed  stuff,  but  it  is  out  of  all  those 
little  details  that  this  massive  overrun  has  been  built. 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  am  glad  that  you  asked  the  question,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  can  tell  you  that  one  of  the  charges  that  the  new  program 
manager  was  given  by  the  administrator  and  myself  was  to  assess 
his  resources  to  determine  if  he  had  any  deficiencies.  Within  a 
week  he  came  to  us  and  said,  I  do  have  a  deficiency;  I  don't  have 
the  software  engineering  expertise  that  I  believe  this  program  re- 
quires. As  a  result,  we  have  given  him  an  exemption  from  our  hir- 
ing freeze  to  go  out  and  hire  at  least  two  and  to  come  back  and 
tell  us  if  in  fact  he  needs  more. 

Mr.  Carr.  And  these  people  will  monitor  lines  of  code  and  accu- 
racy of  code? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Heck,  I  could  do  200  lines  a  month.  It  would  not  add 
up  to  anything,  but  I  could  probably  do  3,000  lines  a  month.  Is 
there  a  new  goal? 

Ms.  Daschle.  There  may  be.  I  do  not  have  a  new  goal  yet. 

Mr.  Carr.  Could  you  supply  that  to  us?  I  don't  want  to  put  too 
much  importance  on  lines  of  code  written,  because  it  is  a  lot  more 
complicated  than  that.  But  we  do  want  to  put  down  some  markers 
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here  that  if  you  do  not  hit  a  marker,  it  does  not  prove  you  failed, 
but  it  says  we  have  to  start  asking  some  questions.  That  is  what 
I  think  all  of  us  want  to  do.  And  I  assume  that  the  agency  is  put- 
ting down  markers,  too. 

Ms.  Daschle.  We  are. 

Mr.  Carr.  It  is  inherent  in  the  monitoring  process. 

Ms.  Daschle.  When  you  look  at  this  program,  at  least  in  terms 
of  software  development,  I  think  you  come  to  the  conclusion  that, 
yes,  the  agency  and  IBM  were  and  are  pushing  state-of-the-art 
technology.  However,  IBM's  productivity  levels,  performance  to 
date,  has  been  poor.  FAA's  ability  to  manage  as  well  as  to  prevent 
continuous  changes  in  requirements  affecting  that  software  devel- 
opment has  been  poor.  We  are  trying  to  correct  IBM's  performance 
as  well  as  our  ability  to  manage,  and  we  intend  to  quit  imposing 
new  changes  or  new  requirements  upon  the  software  development. 

AAS — LORAL  APPROACH  TO  PROTOTYPE  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Carr.  Loral's  approach  places  a  priority  on  getting  the  proto- 
type system  into  the  hands  of  the  controllers  so  that  their  concerns 
can  be  included  in  a  final  design.  Do  you  think  that  they  are  aware 
of  the  operations  of  the  development  and  demonstration  facility 
which  has  had  hundreds  of  controllers  testing  AAS  design  from  all 
the  way  from  1991  to  the  present?  Are  they  aware  of  that? 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  believe  that  they  are,  yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Do  you  think  they  were  aware  of  that  when  they  made 
the  proposal  to  you,  then? 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  can  only  share  with  you  the  comments  that  Mr. 
Schwartz  as  well  as  Mr.  Lanza  have  provided  to  the  administrator 
and  myself.  They  were  fully  aware  of  all  of  the  problems  that  have 
plagued  this  program. 

AAS — level  of  CO>rrROLLER  INPUT 

Mr.  Carr.  Of  course,  you  can  flip  that  over  and  too  many  cooks 
can  get  in  the  kitchen.  One  area  that  some  might  say  has  been  an 
AAS  problem  is  that  too  many  controllers  have  been  giving  their 
input.  It  seems  that  might  be  one  of  the  reasons  the  software  has 
had  to  be  changed  over  and  over  again. 

I  am  just  wondering,  between  you  and  Loral  and  your  new  pro- 
gram manager,  what  can  you  say  about  the  appropriate  level  of 
controller  input?  We  could  get  every  controller  in  there  with  every 
idiosyncracy  that  they  have  developed  on  how  they  handle  aircraft, 
and  what  they  would  like  to  see  the  machine  do  to  make  sure  that 
their  particular  way  of  doing  things  is  easier,  rather  than  requiring 
them  to  conform  to  some  kinds  of  standards.  What  is  the  appro- 
priate level  of  controller  input  here? 

It  seems  to  me,  just  going  on  for  a  second  while  you  are  framing 
an  answer,  that  the  biggest  disappointment  I  have  had  in  this 
whole  process,  from  the  very  first  day  I  heard  Lynn  Helms  testify 
about  it  until  now,  is  that  the  promised  payoffs  for  the  ultimate 
consumer,  the  taxpayer  of  the  country,  have  been  sidetracked,  and 
that  a  lot  of  energy  has  been  put  into  trying  to  please  the  inter- 
mediate consumer,  who  is  the  air  traffic  controller,  on  the  assump- 
tion if  that  person  is  taken  care  of,  there  will  trickle  down  some 
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benefits  to  the  air  carriers,  and  there  will  be  benefits  to  civil  avia- 
tion in  general,  and  airports  and  fuel  savings  and  everything  else. 

But  I  think  there  has  been  an  egocentricity,  if  you  would,  to  the 
goals  of  this  program.  The  notion  that  we  are  trying  to  satisfy  too 
many  controllers  and  not  trying  to  aim  toward  an  end  product  has 
been  one  of  the  major  stumbling  blocks  of  this  program.  Not  the 
only  one,  but  one  of  the  things  that  has  led  to  an  accumulation  of 
cost.  So  at  what  point  do  we  say,  all  right,  we  have  enough  control- 
ler input  and  we  are  going  to  go  forward?  Maybe  Loral  should  not 
be  too  concerned  with  more  controller  input. 

Ms.  Daschle.  Let  me  try  to  respond  by  sharing  with  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  insight  that  I  have  after  the  past  five  months  of  re- 
viewing this  program.  I  think  the  controller  input,  unfortunately, 
was  not  sought  early  enough  and  that  the  controllers  have  provided 
the  agency  with  some  very  valuable  insight  into  making  this  pro- 
gram work.  For  example,  I  was  told  the  electronic  flight  strip  first 
designed  would  not  have  been  of  benefit  for  the  controllers.  It 
would  have  required  some  52  key  strokes  just  to  enter  in  a  particu- 
lar command,  and  the  controllers  questioned  that.  I  think  it  was 
probably  a  legitimate  question.  The  agency  and  the  contractor  are 
now  trying  to  come  up  with  a  simplified  approach. 

I  believe  that  the  controller  input  is  very  valuable.  I  think,  how- 
ever, we.  need  to  make  sure  that  we  understand  what  our  require- 
ments are.  I  will  tell  you  that  we  have  had  controllers,  as  well  as 
NATCA  and  PASS,  our  two  unions  representing  the  controller  work 
force,  and  the  maintenance  work  force,  involved  in  our  revalidation 
of  requirement  effort.  We  found  that  very  valuable.  They  told  us 
some  things  that  perhaps  we  are  designing  that  they  do  not  believe 
we  need.  We  believe  that  their  input,  suffice  it  to  say,  has  been  val- 
uable and  will  continue  to  be  valuable  to  us. 

Mr.  Carr.  But  I  guess  my  question  is,  has  not  an  enormous 
amount  of  this  input  already  been  furnished?  Is  it  not  time  to 
freeze  that  for  a  while  and  get  on  and  develop  and  deploy  a  sys- 
tem? I  am  sure  at  the  end  of  the  first  four  or  five  years  there  will 
be  an  opportunity  to  update.  There  will  be  an  opportunity  for  vir- 
tually every  controller  in  America  to  have  a  say  at  some  point.  Isn't 
it  time  to  just  stop  controller  input  and  get  the  darned  thing  pro- 
duced? 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  am  not  sure  it  is  time  to  stop  getting  controller 
input.  I  do  think  that  the  agency  has  to  make  a  decision  about  the 
baseline  system  and  that  we  have  to  be  committed  to  training  our 
controllers  to  understand  the  system.  I  will  tell  you  in  our  task 
force  review  as  we  looked  at  the  program,  we  were  concerned  that 
not  enough  attention  had  been  given  to  the  training  for  our  control- 
ler work  force  as  well  as  the  maintenance  work  force  on  this  new. 
automation. 

CONSOLIDATION  PLAN 

Mr.  Carr.  We  have  many  more  questions  on  AAS,  but  I  think 
they  can  be  asked  for  the  record.  As  I  indicated  to  the  adminis- 
trator yesterday,  we  are  operating  under  a  bit  of  time  compression 
because  of  the  expectation  that  the  health  care  debate  is  going  to 
be  in  July  and  our  appropriations  are  going  to  be  in  June  and  we 
are  going  to  have  to  crank  stuff  out  a  little  quicker  than  we  have 
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been  accustomed  to,  we  would  ask  that  you  and  your  agency  turn 
around  our  request  for  questions  as  quickly  as  possible.  You  always 
do.  I  am  not  trying  to  point  out  a  deficiency,  but  I  want  to  under- 
score this  year  that  we  have  a  very,  very  serious  problem. 

We  have  had  a  chance  over  a  period  of  months  now  to  talk  gen- 
erally about  consolidation.  One  of  the  supposed  benefits  of  the  mod- 
ernization was  that  we  were  going  to  have  greater  control  in  safety 
in  the  system  but  fewer  facilities,  and  that  was  one  of  the  things 
that  was  promised  to  the  American  taxpayer. 

Last  year  before  you  came  on  board,  the  FAA  said  it  would  pur- 
sue a  limited  consolidation  strategy  for  air  traffic  control  facilities, 
which,  in  effect,  abandoned  the  plans  under  way  since  1983  for  sig- 
nificant consolidation. 

I  have  made  it  quite  clear  that  I  am  opposed  to  limited  consolida- 
tion, particularly  in  the  context  of  a  declining  budget.  It  seems  to 
me  the  pressure  on  these  budgets  is  not  going  to  abate,  and  that 
we  really  must  press  for  a  greater  consolidation  than  the  limited 
consolidation.  I  am  wondering  if  you  have  had  an  opportunity, 
since  you  have  been  on  board,  to  review  the  limited  consolidation 
proposal.  I  would  be  absolutely  delighted  if  you  were  to  be  able  to 
tell  me  that  you  think  the  FAA  can  do  better. 

Ms.  Daschle.  Let  me  share  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  re- 
cently was  briefed  on  the  agency's  new  consolidation  plan.  I  have 
some  questions  about  the  methodology,  so  I  would  like  to  reserve 
any  judgment  that  I  have  on  that  consolidation  plan  at  this  time. 
And  I  will  come  back  to  you  in  a  very  short  time  frame  once  I  get 
the  answers. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  would  appreciate  that. 

CONSOLIDATION  PLAN — BASIS  FOR  FAA'S  PLAN 

I  know  that  a  chunk  of  the  methodology  involves  assuniptions 
about  line  charges  for  communications.  We  went  through  this  with 
flight  service  consolidation,  so  I  know  a  little  bit  about  some  of  the 
methodology,  although  I  am  sure  that  it  is  more  complex  and  of  a 
grander  scale  than  the  flight  service  consolidation.  But  it  always 
seemed  to  me  that  the  assumptions  in  the  methodology  helped  sup- 
port a  pre-determined  conclusion. 

We  have  seen  tremendous  changes  in  the  pricing  of  telephone 
rates,  for  example.  I  think  if  we  knew  then  what  we  know  today, 
we  would  have  consolidated  flight  service  stations  a  good  bit  dif- 
ferently than  we  did. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  want  to  say  to  you  is  that  it  was  relayed 
to  me  by  the  folks  who  were  caretakers  of  the  administration  last 
year,  that  limited  consolidation  strategy  was  also  based  on  an  as- 
sumption that  political  opposition  would  prevent  anything  greater 
than  just  a  limited  consolidation.  And  while  I  am  very  familiar 
with  how  people  on  my  side  of  the  dais  react  to  the  notion  that 
some  facility  in  their  district  is  going  to  be  closed,  it  seems  to  me 
that  there  are  strategies  that  can  be  pursued  that  will,  in  fact,  get 
a  consolidation  that  we  want.  It  is  not  something  to  be  dismissed, 
but  it  is  also  not  something  to  retreat  from. 

We  have  base  closing  commissions  now,  where  we  manage  to  fig- 
ure out  a  way  to  do  all  kinds  of  locally  unpopular  things  for  the 
common  good  of  the  country,  and  if  we  need  to  do  a  facilities  clos- 
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ing  commission  at  the  FAA  and  have  a  procedure  for  doing  that, 
we  can  do  that,  too. 

I  would  also  say  that  I  know  the  FAA  felt  burned  from  the  expe- 
rience of  the  flight  service  station  consolidation  exercise,  but  clos- 
ing flight  service  stations  had  a  political  component  to  it  that 
would  not  be  present  in  consolidating  TRACONS,  would  not  be 
present  in  consolidating  air  traffic  control  centers  or  any  other  fa- 
cilities, and  I  do  not  think  that  we  need  to  conclude  that  Members 
of  Congress  are  going  to  always  have  their  way  in  preventing  some- 
thing from  being  closed. 

So  I  was  really  bothered  by  the  FAA's  excuse  that  we  could  not 
consolidate  more  because  Members  of  Congress  would  end  up  op- 
posing us  anyway,  so  why  even  go  through  it.  I  think  you  need  to 
do  that,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  to  put  the  monkey  on  our  back 
as  to  why  we  are  not  receiving  the  benefits  of  the  modernization. 

We  expect  the  agency  to  give  us  the  best  advice  and  then  let  us 
take  the  political  lumps  if  we  screw  up.  Do  not  anticipate  that  we 
are  going  to  screw  up  and  screw  up  for  us.  That  is  not  doing  the 
taxpayers  a  favor. 

We  have  to  answer  to  the  taxpayers.  So  if  we  mess  up  on  that, 
I  hope  that  the  taxpayers  would  hold  us  accountable.  But  I  think 
we  can  do  better  politically  on  consolidation. 

I  think  there  is  a  change  in  attitude  in  the  Congress  about  facili- 
ties; there  is  a  change  in  attitude  about  pork  barrel,  if  you  will.  I 
do  not  think  aviation  services  are  pork  barrel,  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  there  is  a  change  in  mood  in  the  country  and  I  think  we 
should  take  advantage  of  that  and  get  some  benefits  out  of  this 
modernization  in  terms  of  long-term  operating  costs  of  the  system. 

DUATS — RATIONALE  FOR  ELIMINATING 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  a  couple  of  questions  about  DUATS.  Last 
year,  the  FAA  proposed  to  save  $11  million  by  discontinuing  finan- 
cial support  for  DUATS.  Congress  ultimately  approved  $9  million 
to  continue  the  program  through  the  fiscal  year,  and,  once  again, 
the  fiscal  year  1995  budget  request  did  not  include  money  for 
DUATS. 

Could  you  give  us  the  agency's  rationale  for  eliminating  DUATS? 

Ms.  Daschle.  The  effectiveness  and  the  reliability  of  preflight 
weather  briefings  as  well  as  filing  the  flight  plans,  which  I  must 
tell  you  was  my  first  job  with  the  FAA,  is  of  great  importance,  we 
recognize,  to  the  customer.  To  understand  how  best  FAA  should 
provide  these  services,  the  Administrator  did  ask  one  of  our  re- 
search advisory  subcommittees,  led  by  a  former  Administrator,  Don 
Engen,  to  look  at  these  services  and  provide  him  with  some  rec- 
ommendations. I  have  been  told  that  report  is  expected  at  the  end 
of  this  month.  The  role  of  DUATS  will  be  an  issue  discussed.  I 
would  be  happy  to  provide  you  and  Members  of  this  committee 
with  a  copy  of  that  report  when  it  is  completed. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  FAA  proposed  to  eliminate  the  funding  for  DUATS  for  the  following  reasons: 
(1)  The  service  is  essentially  a  duplication  of  the  flight  service  briefing.  (2)  AFSS/ 
FSS  preflight  briefings  are  available  at  no  cost  to  the  user  and  are  adequate  for 
safety  of  flight.  (3)  AFSS/FSS's  can  handle  the  increased  workload  if  pilots  increase 
their  reliance  on  the  service.  (4)  Other  private  concerns  also  provide  this  service. 
The  FAA  essentially  subsidizes  only  two  of  these  companies.  (5)  We  need  to  focus 
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our  resources  on  higher  priority  FAA  requirements  which  are  not  available  in  the 
private  sector. 

Ms.  Daschle.  Given  the  budgetary  constraint  and  the  fact  that 
pilots  can  call  an  800  toll  free  line  which  the  FAA  operates  to  pro- 
vide weather  briefings  as  well  as  file  flight  plans,  we  did  not  re- 
quest the  continuation  of  the  DUATS  subsidy  in  the  1995  budget. 

DUATS — REPORT  ON  RESTRUCTURING  THE  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Carr.  In  last  year's  conference  report,  we  directed  the  FAA 
to  work  with  the  GAO  on  a  report  on  the  potential  for  a  restruc- 
tured program  that  would  use  new,  more  efficient  and,  hopefully, 
more  affordable  services.  Do  you  know  if  that  was  done? 

Ms.  Daschle.  Let  me  ask  Nick  Stoer  if  he  has  information. 

Mr.  Stoer.  My  understanding  is  that  the  GAO,  when  they 
learned  that  we  were  going  to  convene  a  subcommittee  of  the  R&D 
committee  under  Don  Engen  to  look  into  the  whole  area  of  preflight 
weather  services,  decided  to  postpone  kicking  off  a  detailed  review 
until  Admiral  Engen's  work  was  completed.  The  GAO  has  actually 
sat  in  on  the  meetings  of  that  advisory  subcommittee.  Last  week 
GAO  came  in  with  their  entrance  interview  to  do  a  full-blown  re- 
view of  DUATS  now  in  light  of  the  final  work  of  the  Engen  sub- 
committee. I  would  expect  their  work  to  take  maybe  three  months, 
four  months,  something  along  those  lines. 

DUATS — FSS  vs.  DUATS  USE 

Mr.  Carr.  Okay.  In  last  year's  hearing,  the  Acting  Administrator 
told  us  a  little  less  than  three-quarters  of  the  people  who  use 
DUATS  also  call  a  flight  service  station,  but  in  answer  to  questions 
submitted  for  the  record,  the  percentage  calling  the  flight  service 
station  was  stated  at  85  percent.  Did  the  FAA  conduct  a  survey  to 
make  that  determination  and,  if  not,  what  was  the  information 
based  on? 

Mr.  Stoer.  The  subcommittee  that  Don  Engen  has  pulled  to- 
gether, has  assembled  a  fair  amount  of  information,  both  from  the 
vendors  as  well  as  the  FAA's  own  assessment  of  the  data.  We  have 
looked  at  a  range  of  alternatives — I  am  sorry,  a  range  of  estimates. 
We  are  in  the  process  of  going  back  to  try  to  revalidate  some  of 
those  estimates.  We  believe  that  about  80  percent  of  the  calls  com- 
ing in  on  DUATS  are  from  licensed  pilots,  about  20  percent  are 
from  other  users. 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  guess  this  all  leads  to  a  question  that  if 
DUATS  is  terminated,  wouldn't  the  FAA  need  more  funding  for  the 
additional  workload  to  be  handled  by  flight  service  stations? 

Mr.  Stoer.  We  believe  not.  We  believe  that  there  is  sufficient  ca- 
pacity in  the  flight  service  station  program  to  absorb  any  shift  in 
workload  along  those  lines.  A  second  point  would  be  that  of  the 
total  number  of  calls  coming  into  DUATS,  we  have  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  there  are  multiple  calls  being  made  to  the  DUATS  serv- 
ice by  a  pilot  prior  to  a  flight. 

They  might  simply  reduce  that  to  one  or  two  calls  to  a  flight 
service  station.  So  we  believe  it  is  absorbable  within  our  current 
work  force. 
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AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROLLER  TERMINOLOGY 

Mr.  Carr.  I  want  to  talk  briefly  about  FAA  measurements.  Ter- 
minology, I  guess  would  be  a  better  word,  and  I  am  going  to  get 
on  my  hobby  horse  about  full  performance  controllers  again.  I  have 
asked  the  agency  to  look  at  that.  The  agency  has  repeatedly  said, 
no,  we  are  not  going  to  change;  we  are  comfortable  with  the  termi- 
nology; and  if  we  do  not  have  this  terminology,  we  are  going  to  see 
a  loss  of  our  manhood  or  something. 

I  don't  know  what  it  is,  but  I  want  to  reiterate  that  notwith- 
standing what  controllers  think,  it  is  a  weapon  that  is  used  against 
the  FAA,  allowing  misinformed  people  to  mislead  the  public,  often 
through  the  media,  to  think  that  if  you  are  not  fully  qualified — an 
FPL — that  you  are  incompetent.  And  yet  we  all  know  that  fully 
qualified  means  a  different  thing  to  the  controller  and  the  manage- 
ment work  force  than  it  does  to  the  public. 

I  think  it  operates  as  a  political  nightmare  out  there.  I  don't  ex- 
pect the  response  this  year  to  be  any  different.  It  is  like  the  FAA 
culture  of  "we  are  the  FAA."  Congressmen  come  and  go,  and  ad- 
ministrators and  deputies  come  and  go,  and  this  is  our  culture  and 
this  is  the  way  we  like  it  and  we  are  not  going  to  change.  But  I 
think  that  is  an  attitude  the  FAA  really  must  examine. 

There  is  some  cultural  changes  that  are  necessary  in  the  FAA. 
Not  that  this  issue  is  the  one  that  is  going  to  answer  all  the  prob- 
lems, but  the  fact  is  that  not  having  a  concern  about  the  public  re- 
lations aspects  of  some  internal  terminology  is  wrong. 

No  one  here  is  suggesting  that  we  change  practices.  All  we  are 
asking  for  is  a  word  change.  Maybe  you  have  a  comment  about  it 
and  maybe  we  can  get  Mr.  Pollard  to  say  a  word  or  two  about  it. 

Ms.  Daschle.  My  comment,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  I  would  be  pleased 
to  look  into  the  labeling  issue,  as  you  have  just  highlighted. 

Mr.  Pollard.  I  am  getting  some  notes  passed  here,  but  I  am  Bill 
Pollard,  Associate  Administrator  for  Air  Traffic.  I  think  what  you 
described  as  public  relations,  at  least  in  our  minds  now,  we  have 
gone  beyond  that.  We  do  not  seem  to  have  a  lot  of  confusion,  at 
least  with  the  media  and  with  Members  of  Congress,  any  more  on 
what  a  full  performance  level  controller  is.  Ideally,  if  we  could  just 
call  them  "controllers,"  I  think  that  would  be  the  greatest  thing. 
We  have  introduced  the  term  "operational  controller,"  which  means 
those  people  that  are  productive  and  have  checked  out  on  two  or 
more  positions  within  the  facility.  That  is  about  95  percent  of  our 
controller  work  force  now  fall  in  that  category. 

I  think  the  reason  some  of  the  concern  and  interest  in  full  per- 
formance level  has  dissipated  is  because  our  numbers  are  about  the 
same  as  they  were  prior  to  the  strike.  We  are  approaching  13,000 
in  the  full  performance  level.  It  really,  truly,  sir,  is  not  a  manhood 
issue,  because  it  would  make  it  much  easier  for  all  of  us  if  we  just 
had  controller  as  a  definition,  and  reported  on  them. 

You  asked  about  the  study  and  our  responses.  As  I  recall  I  was 
part  of  the  initiation  of  the  study.  I  think  what  we  found  out  is  that 
because  of  what  we  view,  and  maybe  we  have  the  wrong  view  of 
the  understanding  of  that,  now  would  actually  be  more  confusing 
to  try  to  go  out,  and  I  use  the  term  loosely,  reeducate  the  people 
that  follow  those  numbers. 
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Mr.  Carr.  Well- 


Ms.  Daschle.  I  think  I  heard  that  we  are  in  agreement.  I  hope 
that  I  did,  in  terms  of  the  definition. 

Mr.  Pollard.  Are  you  looking  for  a  response  from  me?  We  are 
in  agreement  that  there  is  probably  a  better  way  to  define  it,  but 
I  am  not  sure  if  we  are  in  agreement  that  it  would  make  it  more 
understandable  from  the  people  that  track  those  numbers  if  we 
change  the  terminology.  I  think  that  is  kind  of  where  we  are. 

Ms.  Daschle.  Let  me  look  into  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

DEFINITION  OF  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  once  again,  the  agency  trying  to  fit  the  world  to 
its  own  internal  needs  rather  than  understanding  that  we  are  a 
service  organization  and  in  our  various  respects  we  report  to  the 
American  people.  We  ought  to  use  terminology  that  they  can  un- 
derstand when  we  can  and  get  our  own  troops  on  board  with  that 
terminology,  rather  than  trying  to  make  the  entire  universe  under- 
stand our  jargon  and  suffer  the  occasional  misunderstandings  that 
cause  us  all  problems. 

Another  measurement  has  to  do  with  the  measurement  of  air 
traffic  delay.  The  magnitude  of  air  traffic  delays  is  only  one  meas- 
ure of  the  efficiency  of  the  system.  And  while  we  try  to  measure 
things  and  simplify  things,  in  the  process  of  simplification  we  gen- 
erally leave  some  important  piece  of  information  out.  The  data  is 
frequently  misinterpreted,  since,  obviously,  not  all  air  traffic  delays 
are  under  the  control  of  the  FAA. 

About  65  percent  of  all  air  traffic  delays  are  caused  by  weather, 
but  we  sometimes  read  in  the  media  and  those  who  have  modal 
preferences  other  than  aviation,  let's  put  it  that  way,  who  are  al- 
ways talking  about  air  traffic  control  delays,  the  implication  is 
these  delays  are  caused  by  bad  management  and  ineffective  tech- 
nology, which  we  know  is  not  true. 

Last  year,  Mr.  Pozesky  said  we  probably  should  have  a  measure 
that  further  defines  air  traffic  delays  to  "preventable"  and  "unpre- 
ventable."  Nothing  has  happened  in  the  last  year  that  I  have  seen 
that  says  you  are  moving  toward  changing  the  measure  to  give  the 
American  public  better  information  or  for  more  relevant  informa- 
tion. 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  will  ask  Marty  to  join  me  in  trying  to  respond 
to  that.  I  must  admit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  until  I  arrived  at  the 
FAA,  I  was  not  aware  that  there  were  different  ways  to  measure 
delays.  I  have  been  told  that  as  part  of  the  agency  objectives  in 
1994,  we  are  to  work  with  the  industry  and  come  up  with  a  com- 
mon definition  for  delays.  Marty,  let  me  ask  you  to  join  me. 

Mr.  Pozesky.  Marty  Pozesky,  Associate  Administrator  for  Sys- 
tems Engineering  and  Development. 

The  context  of  last  year's  conversation  was  that  we  needed  to 
concentrate  our  technology  on  preventable  delays,  not 
nonpreventable.  The  goal  of  making  that  distinction  is  now  in  our 
strategic  plan.  It  is  my  understanding  that  we  are  committed  to  try 
to  get  an  agreement  with  the  airlines — and  Bill  Pollard  may  want 
to  speak  because  I  know  he  is  working  on  the  exact  definition  of 
this. 
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We  are  looking  to  prioritize  our  technology  to  deal  with  prevent- 
able delays.  We  have  very  similar  sympathies  to  what  you  are  talk- 
ing about.  We  have  run  into  airlines  that  account  for  their  delays, 
their  push-back  and  operational  delays,  which  make  ATC  system 
delays  look  a  lot  worse.  We  clearly  have  a  dual-accounting  problem 
and  are  trying  to  get  out  from  under  that.  We  have  a  goal  in  1994 
to  try  to  get  an  agreement. 

Mr.  Carr.  Let  me  interrupt  there.  I  have  been  getting  involved 
in  this  and  I  have  let  it  go.  But  there  is  a  vote  on  and  I  now  have 
to  scream  down  the  hall  to  make  that  vote.  I  will  be  right  back. 

[Recess.] 

TYPES  OF  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  I  just  wanted  to  finish  up  with  this  air  traffic  delay 
issue,  and  I  think,  Mr.  Pozesky,  you  probably  put  your  finger  on 
it,  but  my  mind  was  drifting  towards  those  bells  that  were  calling 
us  to  a  vote. 

I  want  to  get  back  into  the  delay  issue. 

It  would  seem  that  gate  delays  and  taxi-out  delays  and  airborne 
delays  could  be  considered  related  to  air  traffic  control,  absent 
weather,  but  that  taxi-in  delays  are  almost  entirely  related  to  air- 
port and  airline  operations.  When  the  airlines  report  total  delays 
to  you,  do  they  include  in  those  numbers  that  portion  of  the  delay 
which  is  the  taxi-in  phase;  do  you  know? 

Mr.  Pozesky.  Mr.  Carr,  I  do  not  personally  know.  Maybe  Mr. 
Pollard  can  help  us  out  on  that  specific  question. 

Mr.  Pollard.  I  am  not  sure  I  can  give  a  complete  answer  but 
I  will  simply  say  three  things.  First  of  all,  when  we  measure  air 
traffic  delays  we  are  measuring  the  performance  in  the  air  traffic 
system.  Those  are  the  delays  of  15  minutes  or  more  that  are  caused 
by  an  air  traffic  problem.  An  example  that  we  like  to  use  is,  if  a 
carrier  is  an  hour  late  pushing  back  from  the  gate,  that  would  be 
a  delay  they  would  report.  But  if  we  clear  that  aircraft  and  the  air- 
craft departs  within  15  minutes,  it  would  not  be  a  delay  for  us.  So 
there  are  different  delays.  In  addition  to  that,  there  are  delays  that 
the  carriers  report  to  the  Department,  which  measures  the  sense 
of  the  industry,  and  that  are  based  on  arrival  times  at  destination. 

To  answer  your  question  specifically,  if  an  aircraft  lands  and 
takes  20  minutes  to  reach  the  gate,  that  is  not  a  delay  in  our  sys- 
tem. It  possibly  could  be  reported  as  an  arrival  delay  by  the  car- 
rier. We  report  delays  caused  by  airborne  traffic  of  15  minutes  or 
more.  They  report  smaller  numbers  than  that.  They  report  from  5 
and  8  minutes,  if  it  is  caused  by  something  mechanical  or  crew 
scheduling,  those  types  of  things. 

AIRPORT  CONGESTION  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  One  form  of  delay  that  would  not  be  related  nec- 
essarily to  air  traffic  delay,  but  would  still  be  a  system  delay,  pre- 
sumably addressable  by  the  AIP  maybe  at  some  point,  is  airport 
congestion  delays. 

Mr.  Pozesky.  Yes. 

Mr.  Carr.  Where  do  we  pick  up  that  delay? 

Mr.  Pollard.  If  those  are  more  than  15  minutes,  they  are  picked 
up  in  our  system.  In  other  words,  if  the  capacity  of  an  airport  di- 
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minishes  from,  we  will  use  Chicago,  from  180  in  VFR  conditions  be- 
cause of  instrument  conditions  down  to  90,  and  the  schedules  are 
built  as  such  for  180  operations,  then  we  accept  those.  That  is 
where  I  think  the  preventable  delays  are  that  we  talk  about  and 
that  Marty  talked  about  last  year.  That  is  where  we  can  increase 
the  capacity  of  that  airport  through  ground  installations  of  preci- 
sion runway  monitors  or  other  types  of  equipment.  So  from  the 
FAA's  standpoint  of  making  the  instrument  capacity  of  that  airport 
the  same  as  the  VFR  capacity,  that  is  how  we  would  reduce  the 
delays.  But  that  would  be  picked  up  in  our  system  as  a  delay. 

Mr.  Carr.  Ground  traffic? 

Mr.  Pollard.  Well,  the  way  it  would  be  picked  up  is  we  would 
put  in  a  traffic  management  program  for  the  airport  where  the  ca- 
pacity is  reduced.  Our  attempt  for  the  past  10  years  has  been  to 
hold  traffic  on  the  ground  and  delay  departure  so  that  when  they 
get  to  the  destination  they  technically  have  an  arrival  slot.  It  would 
normally  be  held  on  the  ground  at  the  departure  airport  and  would 
be  classified  as  a  delay  against  the  air  traffiic  system. 

AIR  CARRIER  TRACKING  OF  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Now,  you  pointed  out  that  the  air  carriers  seem  to  col- 
lect more  precise  data  on  delays  than  the  FAA.  They  track  delays 
not  only  by  airport  but  by  phase  of  flight  and  carrier.  And  even 
though  the  airline  data  is  proprietary,  it  would  seem  to  me  that 
you  probably  could  work  together  with  them  to  share  the  data.  Do 
you  do  that? 

Mr.  POZESKY.  Yes.  We  are  trying  to  do  that.  We  have  run  into 
this  problem  very  recently  where  the  airline  data  often  includes 
push-back  and  mechanical  delays.  I  have  even  seen  data  in  which 
they  would  include  inefficiency  in  terms  of  delays,  for  example,  di- 
rect routing  versus  point-to-point  routing.  We  are  working  with 
them  now  through,  interestingly  enough,  an  effort  going  on  with 
NASA.  The  three  of  us  are  working  to  try  to  get  a  common  measure 
of  delays.  It  is  in  the  context  of  being  sure  that  when  we  do  an  in- 
vestment analysis  for  some  piece  of  technology,  that  we  do  not  take 
credit  for  things  that  have  nothing  to  do  with  that  technology,  for 
example  these  so-called  unpreventable  delays.  So  we  are  working 
that  right  now  with  NASA. 

MEASURES  for  MODAL  TRANSPORTATION  DELAYS 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  I  just  want  to  encourage  you  along  those  lines, 
because  I  think  getting  accurate  measurements  to  convey  to  the 
American  public  will  do  a  great  deal  to  relieve  some  practical  mis- 
conceptions that  people  have  about  where  there  is  congestion  and 
where  there  is  not. 

This  is  not  an  appropriate  question  for  you,  so  I  will  just  make 
it  as  a  comment.  I  think,  to  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  in  particu- 
lar, now  that  we  have  a  Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics,  we 
really  ought  to  be  developing  delay  measures  that  are  comparable 
between  air  and  rail. 

Every  time  I  read  something  out  of  the  rail  community,  they 
seem  to  have  a  boilerplate  paragraph  that  goes  into  most  of  their 
publications  that  say  "now  that  the  highways  are  congested  and 
the  airports  are  congested,  therefore  we  need  high  speed  rail." 
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Those  assertions  are  floated  as  undeniable  truths.  I  do  not  think 
that  is  fair  to  either  highways  or  aviation,  and  it  seems  to  me  that, 
to  the  extent  that  rail  as  a  mode  wants  to  be  long-distance  travel 
as  opposed  to  commuter  rail  or  transit  rail,  they  have  to  step  up 
to  the  task  of  the  same  kind  of  measurements. 

My  own  guesstimate  is  that  I  do  not  get  any  greater  delays  be- 
tween here  and  Detroit  than  I  get  when  I  hop  on  the  train  to  Phila- 
delphia. There  are  times  when  their  trains  are  badly  delayed. 
There  was  one  time  when  the  Amtrak  locomotive  just  totally  went 
dead  and  we  had  to  be  pushed  in  by  a  MARC  commuter  locomotive 
and  it  took  me  approximately  six  hours  to  get  from  Philadelphia  to 
Washington.  And  yet  the  promotional  material  we  get  out  of  the 
high  speed  rail  partisans  almost  always  starts  with  the  premise 
that  highways  are  congested  and  airports  are  congested  and  we 
have  got  planes  bumping  into  one  another,  and  my  God,  we  just 
have  to  have  high  speed  rail  to  solve  these  problems. 

So  I  think  two  things  need  to  happen.  One,  on  the  aviation  side, 
we  need  to  get  accurate,  meaningful  measurements  of  delay,  and 
we  have  to  begin  asking  our  friends  at  the  Federal  Rail  Adminis- 
tration to  supply  the  same  thing.  We  have  already  asked  in  terms 
of  analysis  of  Federal  rail  to  try  to  do  the  same  ticket  sampling. 

You  know,  the  airlines  sample  every  10th  ticket,  but  Amtrak 
seems  to  be  resistant  to  the  notion  that  anybody  ought  to  sample 
every  10th  ticket  on  Amtrak  to  see  where  people  are  really  travel- 
ing on  Amtrak. 

So  to  the  extent  that  the  rails  want  to  get  in  competition  with 
the  air  side  of  things,  I  think  we  ought  to  have  comparable  meas- 
ures. 

Mr.  CONTI.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  make  a  comment? 

Mr.  Carr.  Sure. 

Mr.  CONTI.  As  you  know,  the  Secretary  has  launched  an  effort  to 
work  on  a  national,  what  he  calls  the  National  Transportation  Sys- 
tem, and  that  would  be  an  effort  to  look  at  the  national  system  as 
a  system  and  look  at  all  the  modes  and  how  they  relate  to  each 
other,  and  particularly  to  try  to  link  things  together  better. 

One  of  the  side  efforts  of  that  or  one  of  the  subefforts  of  that  is 
he  has  charged  the  Bureau  of  Transportation  Statistics  to  try  to  de- 
velop those  statistics  exactly  as  you  outlined;  that  we  need  to  be 
able  to  compare  between  modes  better  in  terms  of  delays  and  other 
factors  as  well. 

Mr.  Carr.  I  really  think  we  should  have  comparable  measures  of 
delays  for  train  departures  and  train  arrivals.  This  committee  sup- 
ports Amtrak  and  we  support  the  Northeast  Corridor  in  particular. 
It  would  help  us,  and  I  think  it  would  help  Amtrak,  make  the  case 
that  they  probably  need  some  capital  improvements  that  they  do 
not  currently  have. 

So  I  think  it  would  be  very  beneficial,  at  least  to  the  audience 
of  decision-makers  and  appropriators  of  money,  to  know  exactly 
what  the  performance  of  Amtrak  is.  But  I  am  also  interested  in 
making  sure  that  the  public  debate  that  goes  on  with  promotional 
materials  about  the  virtues  of  modes  be  one  that  also  is  accurate, 
so  that  the  American  people  get  an  accurate  reflection  of  just  what 
contribution  each  mode  makes  to  the  economy  and  what  contribu- 
tion to  delay  each  mode  makes  to  the  degradation  of  the  economy. 
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Mr.  Wolf,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

COMMENTS  BY  MR.  WOLF 

Mr.  Wolf.  Well,  I  do  not,  and  I  apologize  for  not  being  here.  I 
stayed  over  on  the  Floor  to  give  a  one  minute  on  the  issue  of 
Bosnia,  urging  that  the  administration  lift  the  arms  embargo.  I 
have  been  in  the  country  a  number  of  times,  and  so  that  issue  de- 
layed me. 

I  understand  that  you  have  discussed  the  AAS,  and  you  know  the 
way  I  feel  and  the  committee  feels  with  regard  to  that. 

Also,  and  I  see  your  senior  staff  here,  and  they  listened  yester- 
day. You  know  of  my  concern  that  the  FAA  change  some  of  its 
ways  of  thinking.  I  think  the  FAA  does  an  excellent  job  in  safety. 
We  have  the  number  one  safety  record  in  the  world,  but  we  need 
to  be  open  to  new  ideas  and  open  to  people  commenting  and  people 
making  recommendations  without  being  defensive  about  it. 

People  make  recommendations  to  me  everyday.  Some  of  the  best 
ideas  I  get  are  when  people  are  critical  and  offer  ideas. 

So  I  just  would  have  that  comment  and  I  want  to  welcome  you 
here.  You  might  want  to  take  a  look  at  some  of  the  questions  we 
asked  on  other  issues,  but  I  thank  you  and  apologize,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, for  not  being  here  earlier. 

I  yield  back. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Coleman. 

COMMENTS  BY  MR.  COLEMAN 

Mr.  Coleman,  I  would  like  to  welcome  some  of  our  friends,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

I  apologize  for  not  being  able  to  be  here  earlier.  I  was  attending 
two  other  committee  meetings.  I  do  not  have  any  specific  questions 
of  this  panel.  However,  I  would  like  to  thank  Ms.  Daschle  for  join- 
ing us  today. 

Mr.  Carr.  Mr.  Wolf. 

telecommuting  centers 

Mr.  Wolf.  I  have  one  other  question  that  I  did  not  raise  with 
Mr.  Hinson  yesterday. 

I  offered  an  amendment  last  year,  and  previous  years,  with  re- 
gard to  family  friendly  policies.  We  have  developed  policies  such  as 
flexi-time,  flexi-place,  job  sharing — I  can't  take  credit  for  the  flexi- 
time, I  think  Mrs.  Schroeder  and  others  were  really  the  leaders 
there — but  we  have  worked  on  leave  sharing. 

It  was  my  legislation  concerning  donated  leavetime  from  fellow 
workers  if  a  Federal  employee  is  dying  of  cancer  or  has  a  heart 
transplant.  The  goal  was  to  make  the  government  a  family  friendly 
place.  Because  the  American  family  is  under  more  pressure  today 
than  at  any  other  time  in  the  history  of  our  country. 

Every  indicator  with  regard  to  the  well-being  of  the  family  is  evi- 
dent today:  Child  abuse,  spouse  abuse,  teen  suicide,  teen  preg- 
nancy. It  is  out  of  control. 

The  only  group  that  does  not  have  an  official  lobby  here  in  town 
is  the  American  family.  I  think  the  Bush  Administration  missed  a 
great  opportunity.  This  Administration  has  missed  a  great  oppor- 
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tunity  to  increase  the  special  exemption  for  children  and  to  do 
other  things. 

Now,  what  does  this  have  to  do  with  what  I  want  to  ask  you? 
I  introduced  an  amendment,  which  was  accepted  in  my  other  ap- 
propriation subcommittee,  to  set  up  a  telecommuting  center.  We 
now  have  the  first  telecommuting  center  in  the  country  in  my  con- 
gressional district. 

There  are  5,000  people  that  live  in  Winchester  or  within  15  min- 
utes of  Winchester.  Mr.  Hoyer,  who  has  been  very  good  on  these 
issues,  also  set  up  one  down  in  St.  Mary's  County. 

We  are  finding  great  resistance  on  the  part  of  managers  to  this. 
We  have  had  several  FAA  employees  ask  for  the  opportunity  to 
work  out  of  the  Winchester  telecommuting  center.  I  was  told  it  is 
kind  of  like  this:  Secretary  Pena  is  very  good  on  these  issues  of 
flex-time,  flexi-place,  child  care,  leave  sharing,  whereby  parents 
have  more  time  to  spend  with  their  family.  But  if  you  commute 
from  the  Shenandoah  Valley — and  I  have  come  across  two  different 
cases  in  the  last  week:  One  woman  who  lives  in  New  Market,  gets 
up  and  drives  to  Woodstock  at  5  o'clock  in  the  morning,  gets  in  a 
van  pool  with  a  pillow  and  comes  into  the  Department  of  Energy. 

Another  lady  that  I  met  the  other  night  said  that  she  gets  up  at 
4:30  in  the  morning  and  leaves  at  5:00  from  Berryville  to  come  in 
to  work  downtown. 

A  lot  of  your  people  at  FAA  work  and  live  in  that  community. 
Clearly,  an  air  traffic  controller  cannot  telecommute.  If  you  can  go 
back  and  be  sensitive  to  make  sure  that  the  FAA  is  open  to  this. 
And  I  am  not  suggesting  by  this  question  that  you  are  not.  I  was 
told  on  Monday  that  the  FAA  was  looking  at  it  carefully.  If  you 
could  just  make  sure  that  the  Federal  managers  under  you  are 
sympathetic  to  allowing  your  people,  who  have  the  tjrpe  of  jobs  to 
be  permitted  to  do  it,  to  participate  in  this  telecommuting  center. 

Telecommuting  increases  productivity.  Clearly,  if  you  are  on  the 
road  for  two-and-a-half  hours  in  the  morning  and  two-and-a-half 
hours  in  the  evening,  you  are  just  not  that  sharp.  Wliereas  if  you 
can,  one  or  two  days,  go  in  to  a  telecommuting  center,  wherever  it 
may  be.  But  because  of  the  Secretary's  positive  feelings  about  this, 
it  would  be  helpful,  particularly  since  you  are  such  a  large  player 
in  my  area,  to  have  the  FAA  participate. 

There  are  one  or  two  other  agencies  I  am  going  to  contact  the 
Secretary  about.  I  have  one  agency  in  DOT,  I  understand  they  are 
not  letting  the  people  participate  and  yet  here  is  the  Secretary, 
who  has  young  kids,  who  is  very  sympathetic.  But  if  you  could  look 
at  it  and  make  sure  the  FAA  participates,  I  would  appreciate  it 
very,  very  much  and  these  families  would  be  appreciative. 

Ms.  Daschle.  I  will  absolutely  look  at  it,  Congressman  Wolf,  and 
keep  you  apprised  of  the  developments  in  that  area.  I  know  that 
in  the  Los  Angeles  area  out  of  necessity,  we  had  to  do 
telecommuting.  I  believe  we  have  found  thus  far  that  it  is  an  effec- 
tive way  to  do  business.  But  I  will  keep  you  apprised. 

Mr.  Wolf.  Good,  I  thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry. 
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CLOSING  REMARKS 

Mr.  Carr.  Well,  with  that,  I  do  not  have  any  more  questions.  We 
may  propose  a  few  questions  to  you  on  a  couple  of  things  in  addi- 
tion to  the  list  that  has  been  prepared  and  will  be  handed  to  you 
as  you  leave  the  room,  I  presume.  Some  questions  on  the  TACAN 
question  that  you  and  I  have  talked  about  before. 

But  with  that,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  participation,  nice 
to  have  you  here,  and  we  will  adjourn  this  meeting  of  the  sub- 
committee. 

Ms.  Daschle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

NTSB  report  on  N82  ACCIDENT 

Mr.  Carr.  In  view  of  the  recent  NTSB  report  regarding  accident 
of  N82,  why  are  procedure  specialists  being  removed  from  active 
flight  status?  The  NTSB  report  does  not  recommend  this  but  rather 
recommends  providing  better  methods  of  maintaining  currency  for 
these  specialists. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  NTSB  has  recommended  a  full-time  professional  pilot  workforce  reporting  to 
a  common  supervisor.  In  order  to  accomplish  this,  we  are  establishing  flight  inspec- 
tion units  composed  of  full-time  pilots.  The  position  descriptions  of  pilots  assigned 
to  flight  inspection  units  do  not  include  procedures  development  duties. 

CONSOLIDATION  OF  FLIGHT  INSPECTION  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  Carr.  As  I  understand  it,  the  international  flight  inspection 
operations  are  being  consolidated.  Why  are  these  functions  being 
transferred  to  Oklahoma  City  rather  than  sites  closer  to  Asian  and 
European  locations? 

[The  information  follows:] 

In  reviewing  our  options,  several  locations  were  considered  for  establishing  an 
FAA  International  Flight  Inspection  Office  in  the  United  States.  Based  on  oper- 
ational requirements,  personnel,  training  availability,  and  existing  facilities  it  was 
determined  establishing  the  international  office  in  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma,  was 
the  most  cost  effective  option. 

RENTAL  SPACE  FOR  FLIGHT  INSPECTION 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  it  true  that  there  is  not  current  office  space  avail- 
able in  Oklahoma  City  at  the  Monroney  Center  and  the  FAA  will 
seek  to  rent  additional  space?  Is  there  office  space  available  at 
other  area  offices? 

[The  information  follows:] 

This  in  not  true.  Adequate  facilities  are  presently  available  at  the  Mike  Monroney 
Aeronautical  Center  (MMAC)  in  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma.  Utilizing  present  facili- 
ties at  the  MMAC  is  the  most  cost  effective  option  to  support  operational  require- 
ments. Presently,  the  other  area  offices  do  not  have  space  available  to  accommodate 
the  additional  requirements. 

CONTROLLING  OBSTACLE  VERIFICATION  CHECKS 

Mr.  Carr.  Are  controlling  obstacle  verification  checks  being  done 
currently  at  all  flight  inspection  area  offices.  If  not,  why  not?  These 
checks  in  the  past  have  at  times  been  done  economically  with 
rented  light  twin  aircraft.  Why  is  this  no  longer  done? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Controlling  obstacle  verification  checks  are  presently  being  accomplished  by  all 
flight  inspection  area  offices. 

The  use  of  light  twin  aircraft  to  accomplish  all  obstacle  verification  checks  is  not 
economically  feasible.  When  facihties  are  evaluated  to  ensure  they  support  instru- 
ment approach  procedure  design,  the  flight  inspection  aircraft  completes  the  obsta- 
cle verification  checks  at  the  same  time.  This  significantly  reduces  the  necessity  for 
separate  obstacle  verification  flights. 

FLIGHT  STATUS  OF  PROCEDURES  PILOTS 

Mr.  Carr.  In  the  reorganization  plan,  the  FAA  will  apparently 
attempt  to  move  procedures  pilots  from  flight  status  and  move  the 
procedures  function  to  Oklahoma  City.  Is  it  wise  to  have  those  who 
design  instrument  approaches  to  not  have  actually  flown  the  ap- 
proach and,  in  fact,  not  even  necessarily  be  an  active  pilot? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Development  of  procedures  by  non-pilots  is  not  a  new  concept.  For  the  past  13 
years,  a  mixture  of  pilots  and  non-pilots  have  been  developing  instrument  proce- 
dvu-es.  Non-pilots  are  required  to  have  aeronautical  background  experience  gained 
as  a  pilot,  air  traffic  controller,  or  similar  discipline  from  the  military  doing  actual 
procedure  development.  QuaUfied  and  trained  Airspace  System  Inspection  Pilots 
(ASIP)  from  the  respective  flight  inspection  area  offices  will  continue  to  evaluate 
and  fly  all  instrument  flight  procedures.  These  ASlPs  will  be  familiar  with  the  pro- 
cedures, terrain  features,  navigational  aids,  and  other  considerations  affecting  the 
overall  quality  of  our  procedures  products.  As  long  as  we  have  the  procedure  cer- 
tified by  a  current  and  qualified  ASIP,  the  fact  that  the  specialist  who  developed 
the  procedure  is  not  a  pilot  is  not  an  issue. 

STAFFING  LEVELS  OF  PROCEDURE  SPECIALISTS 

Mr.  Carr.  With  GPS  technology  coming  on  line  over  the  next  few 
years,  are  staffing  levels  of  procedure  specialists  adequate  to  test 
the  many  additional  approaches? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Workload  associated  with  GPS  and  other  new  technology  can  be  accommodated 
within  cvurent  staffing  levels.  By  centraUzing  procedvu-es,  a  35  percent  increase  in 
capacity  will  be  available. 

FEASIBILITY  OF  PART-TIME  AFSS 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  the  FAA  conducting  a  study  of  the  feasibility  of 
part-timing  some  automated  flight  service  stations  during  late 
night  or  early  morning  hours?  Could  this  present  a  problem  with 
adequate  "area  knowledge"  a  flight  service  specialist  should  have 
about  the  geography  and  airspace  where  they  brief?  How  would  you 
be  able  to  off-load  calls  to  knowledgeable  specialists? 

[The  information  follows:] 

A  study  is  being  conducted  by  the  FAA  for  the  piupose  of  determining  the  feasibil- 
ity of  estabUshing  a  program  to  reduce  staffing  levels  at  selected  automated  flight 
service  station  (AFSS)  facilities  during  hours  of  low  activity,  normally  between  the 
hours  of  9:00  p.m.  and  6:00  a.m.  at  most  locations.  Flight  service  specialists  cur- 
rently provide  pilot  weather  briefings  on  a  national  scope  and  conditions  would  not 
change  if  calls  were  transferred  to  adjacent  facilities  during  periods  of  low  activity. 
A  draft  order  governing  the  transfer  of  1-800-WX-BRIEF  calls  in  now  in  the  field 
for  comment.  The  order  will  contain  and  provide  all  the  necessary  information  need- 
ed to  effectively  transfer  calls  between  those  facilities  when  a  need  of  off-loading  be- 
comes apparent. 
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SLIPPAGE  OF  TACAN  PROCUREMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  the  FAA  confident  that  further  slippage  in  the 
TACAN  procurement  will  not  result  in  higher  costs  for  the  203  an- 
tennas slated  to  be  replaced? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  we  are  confident  of  this  as  the  TACAN  antenna  contract  is  firm-fixed  price. 
There  have  been  no  changes  to  the  requirements  which  would  increase  costs. 

CHANGES  IN  SPECIFICATIONS  ON  TACAN  PROCUREMENT 

Mr.  Carr.  Please  detail  any  changes  in  the  specifications  that 
the  FAA  has  permitted  on  the  TACAN  procurement. 
[The  information  follows:] 

CHANGES  MADE  AND  APPROVED  IN  THE  TACAN  CONTRACT 

1.  Change  the  internal  identity  tone  from  sine  wave  to  square  wave  for  equipment 
compatibility. 

2.  Removed  the  requirement  for  a  lightning  rod.  There  is  no  way  to  ground  the 
lightning  rod  when  the  antenna  is  mounted  on  a  VORTAC  site. 

3.  Relaxed  the  requirements  on  harmonics  and  inrush  current  on  the  input  alter- 
nating current  power  supply.  The  original  requirements  were  too  stringent  for  this 
t3T)e  of  installation.  It  is  now  in  line  with  the  current  FAA  power  requirements. 

4.  Increased  the  electromagnetic  interference  (EMI)  thresholds  slightly  above  the 
military  specification,  but  well  within  the  Federal  Communications  Commission 
(FCC)  requirements. 

SPECIFICATION  CHANGES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION 

1.  Increase  allowed  power  consumption  from  300  watts  to  400  watts.  This  is  still 
within  the  battery  backup  capability. 

2.  Increase  the  "cone-of-silence"  directly  above  the  TACAN  antenna  for  the  fine 
course  modulation.  This  is  a  design  trade-ofF  with  this  antenna  design  that  provides 
greater  signal  strength  in  the  main  lobe  and  much  less  undesired  signal  below  the 
horizon  which  will  decrease  site  sensitivity.  DOD  is  reviewing  this  proposed  change. 

RETEST  TIME  FOR  TACAN 

Mr.   Carr.   Has  the  time  for  retesting  of  this  equipment  now 
slipped  to  October? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  antenna  will  be  shipped  to  the  FAA  Technical  Center  in  October  for 
retesting  integration  and  operational  tests. 

IMPACT  OF  FAILING  TACAN  OPERATIONAL  RETEST 

Mr.  Carr.  What  will  happen  in  the  event  the  equipment  again 
fails  its  operationsd  tests  at  that  time? 
[The  information  follows:] 

If  the  equipment  fails  again,  the  contract  will  be  terminated.  A  determination  will 
be  made  at  that  time  if  it  is  feasible  to  pursue  another  procurement.  There  are  no 
current  nor  futvire  funds  budgeted  for  TACAN  antennas. 

AIR  FORCE  INVOLVEMENT  WITH  TACAN  TESTING 

Mr.  Carr.  Is  the  Air  Force  being  consulted  on  these  tests  as  to 
whether  they  find  the  equipment  acceptable? 
[The  information  follows:] 

Yes,  the  Air  Force  is  participating  in  meetings  on  the  TACAN  antenna  status  and 
preliminary  test  results.  They  have  been  invited  to  observe  the  testing  at  the  FAA 
Technical  Center. 
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PHOENIX  SKYHARBOR  AIRPORT — ^THIRD  RUNWAY 

Mr.  Pastor.  Mr.  Hinson,  after  decades  of  controversy  over  the 
addition  of  a  third  runway  at  the  Phoenix  Skyharbor  International 
Airport,  the  cities  of  Phoenix  £ind  Tempe  have  entered  into  a  letter 
of  intent  to  allow  the  construction  of  the  runway.  The  agreement 
incorporates  the  current  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 
flight  procedures,  as  well  as  those  the  FAA  has  committed  to  use 
in  the  future.  Of  primary  importance  are  noise  mitigation  flight 
procedures,  which  both  Phoenix  and  Tempe  have  asked  be  made 
permanent. 

Last  month,  you  wrote  the  mayors  of  Phoenix  and  Tempe  ap- 
plauding their  achievement  and  stating  the  FAA's  intention  to  con- 
tinue to  use  the  noise  mitigation  flight  procedures,  but  failed  to 
provide  the  long-term  assurances  the  agreement  depends  on.  As 
you  may  know,  pending  resolution  of  this  matter,  the  city  of  Tempe 
has  filed  suit  in  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  in  San  Fran- 
cisco. 

Please  outline  what  steps  the  FAA  is  taking  to  bring  this  matter 
to  a  resolution.  Has  the  FAA  given  consideration  to  the  fact  that 
a  delay  in  expansion  of  the  airport  could  have  a  deleterious  impact 
on  one  of  the  fastest  growing  regions  of  the  country? 

[The  information  follows:] 

Counsel  for  the  FAA  and  the  City  of  Tempe  met  recently  to  discuss  the  letter  of 
intent  and  explore  potential  means  for  reaching  a  solution  equitable  to  all  parties. 
At  Tempe's  request,  the  Ninth  Circuit  has  included  this  case  in  the  settlement  con- 
ference program.  Through  this  program,  a  settlement  conference  attorney  assigned 
by  the  Court  will  schedule  periodic  teleconferences  and  meetings  with  tiie  parties 
to  facilitate  settlement. 

Turning  to  the  substance  of  the  letter  of  intent,  as  I  indicated  in  my  March  11 
letter  the  FAA  made  these  noise  mitigation  flight  procedures  a  condition  of  approval 
of  the  expansion  project  in  the  record  of  decision.  A  considerable  degree  of  perma- 
nence is  assured  here  because  there  is  commvmity  consensus.  As  a  matter  of  avia- 
tion noise  abatement  policy,  the  FAA  is  unlikely  to  propose  to  change  these  proce- 
diu"es  in  these  circumstances  to  alleviate  capacity  constraints. 

Although  proposed  changes  are  unlikely,  I  have  serious  policy  and  legal  concerns 
about  binding  future  Administrations  not  to  exercise  their  lawful  authority  to  make 
air  traffic  changes  to  assure  safe  and  efficient  utilization  of  the  navigable  airspace. 
It  would  be  unprecedented  for  a  government  agency  to  renounce  the  flexibility  to 
respond  to  changed  circumstances. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  provisions  of  the  letter  of  intent  which  call  for  en- 
forcement of  flight  procedures  by  Phoenix  on  a  mandatory  basis.  As  a  matter  of 
aviation  policy,  local  enforcement  could  interfere  with  the  abihty  of  the  FAA  to 
make  independent  safety  and  efficiency  determinations  and  of  the  pilot-in-command 
to  make  safety  judgments.  The  Federal  courts  have  generally  viewed  local  flight  pro- 
cediu"es  and  local  enforcement  of  such  procedvires  as  precluded  by  the  doctrine  of 
Federal  preemption.  This  is  particularly  true  where  the  local  rules  are  more  strin- 
gent than  applicable  Federal  requirements.  I  am  hopefid  that  as  a  result  of  the  dis- 
cussions between  Counsel  for  the  parties  these  concerns  will  be  addressed  and  we 
will  achieve  some  progress  to  resolve  this  issue.  Tempe  recently  proposed  revisions 
to  the  FAA  January  18,  Record  of  Decision  which  are  being  reviewed. 

Settlement  discussions  should  not  delay  construction,  which  will  not  begin  for  a 
year  to  two  years.  Phoenix  must  first  complete  a  data  recovery  program  for  archeo- 
logical  artifacts  pursuant  to  a  Memoranda  of  Agreement  with  the  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation  and  relocate  the  Air  National  Guard. 

Mr.  Skeen.  Would  you  update  the  Committee  on  the  status  of 
constructing  a  stand-alone  radar  facility  at  the  Roswell  Industrial 
Air  Center? 

[The  information  follows:] 
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The  Report  to  Congress  that  was  directed  by  the  1994  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation Appropriations  Act  concerning  radar  coverage  to  the  Roswell  area  was  final- 
ized and  forwarded  to  Congress  on  April  21,  1994.  Since  the  FAA  decision  is  to  build 
a  stand-alone  TRACON  at  Roswell,  NM,  actions  are  in  progress  to  initiate  an  engi- 
neering design  review  for  the  new  TRACON.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  design  review 
that  is  fifty  percent  complete  for  the  control  tower,  covered  under  a  separate  budget 
item. 

The  current  plan  will  allow  for  completion  and  operational  utihzation  of  the 
Roswell  facUities  in  the  second  quarter  of  1998. 

Mr.  Skeen.  To  date,  what  has  been  obligated  to  this  project,  and 
what  is  the  remaining  balance  needed  to  complete  this  radar  facil- 
ity? Please  indicate  the  anticipated  time  frame  for  completion,  bro- 
ken down  by  fiscal  year. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  total  cost  to  estabUsh  the  Roswell,  NM  ASR-9  radar  facility  is  $19  miUion. 
To  date,  $9.35  million  has  been  obligated  to  this  project  and  no  additional  funding 
is  required  to  complete  this  radar  facility.  Prior  to  radar  deUvery,  all  necessary  site 
preparations  must  be  completed.  ASR-9  site  preparation  will  be  completed  and  the 
radar  will  be  deUvered  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

ROSWELL,  NM,  RADAR  FUNDING 

Mr.  Skeen.  Does  the  administration's  fiscal  year  1995  request  in- 
clude funding  for  the  Roswell  Radar?  If  so,  please  provide  the  an- 
ticipated funding  level  and  a  breakdown  by  function  for  fiscal  year 
1995. 

[The  information  follows:] 

The  funding  was  provided  in  fiscal  year  1993  and  no  additional  funding  is  re- 
quired for  the  Roswell,  NM  ASR-9  radar. 

[The  justifications  follow:] 
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FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMmiSTRATION 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

Legislative  Authority 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  is  an  operating  administration  within  the 
Department  of  Transportation  pursuant  to  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  Public 
Law  89-670. 

The  FAA  provides  aeronautical  services  under  authority  of  several  statutes,  including: 

1.  The  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended,  which  created  the  Federal 
Aviation  Agency,  provides  for  the  promotion  and  regulation  of  civil  aviation  in 
order  to  assure  the  safe  and  efficient  use  of  the  Nation's  airspace  by  civil  and 
military  aircraft. 

2.  The  International  Aviation  Facilities  Act,  as  amended,  which  was  enacted  to 
encourage  the  development  of  an  international  air  transportation  system  adapted  to 
the  needs  of  the  foreign  commerce  of  the  United  States,  the  postal  service,  and  the 
national  defense. 

3.  The  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended,  which  was 
enacted  to  continue  the  program  of  federal  assistance  for  airport 
improvements.    The  Administration  is  proposing  legislation  to  continue  this 
program. 

The  reauthorization  bill  pending  before  Congress  is  a  4-year  program,  FY  1994 
through  FY  1997.  The  Facilities  and  Equipment  program  funding  proposal  ranges 
from  $2.9  to  $2.5  billion  per  year  for  a  4-year  total  of  $10.8  billion.  The  Airport 
Improvement  Program  is  $1.69  billion  to  $1.89  billion  for  a  4-year  total  of  $7.06 
billion.  The  bill  proposes  to  continue  aviation  user  fees  at  current  levels  through 
calendar  year  1997  and  to  flnance  75  percent  of  FAA's  budget  from  the  Airport  and 
Airway  Trust  Fund. 

The  declaration  of  policy  for  the  Administration,  set  forth  in  section  103  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act,  summarizes  effectively  the  objectives  we  wish  to  attain.  It  states  that  ~ 

In  the  exercise  and  performance  of  his  powers  and  duties  under  this  Act,  the 
Administrator  shall  consider  the  following,  among  other  things,  as  being  in  the 
public  interest: 

(1)        The  regulation  of  air  commerce  in  such  manner  as  to  best  promote 

development  and  safety  and  fulfill  the  requirements  of  national  defense. 
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(2)  The  promotion,  encouragement,  and  development  of  civil 
aeronautics. 

(3)  The  control  of  the  use  of  the  navigable  air  space  of  the  United  States 

and  the  regulation  of  both  civil  and  military  operations  in  such  air  space  in 
the  interest  of  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  both. 

(4)  The  consolidation  of  research  and  development  with  respect  to  air 
navigation  facilities,  as  well  as  the  installation  and  operation  thereof. 

(5)  The  development  and  operation  of  a  common  system  of  air  traffic 
control  and  navigation  for  military  and  civil  aircraft. 

Basic  Programs 

To  achieve  the  objectives  set  forth  in  the  basis  statutes  summarized  above,  FAA  conducts 
the  following  basic  programs: 

1.  Regulates  air  commerce  to  insure  safety  through  the  development,  promulgation 
and  administration  of  safety  and  medical  standards,  and  regulations  that  govern 
airmen,  aircraft,  aeronautical  operations  and  related  ground  support  activities; 
monitors  aeronautical  activities  to  assure  adherence  to  regulations  and  to  determine 
necessary  changes  in  regulations;  and  prosecutes  enforcement  actions  against  those 
who  violate  regulations. 

2.  Assures  the  safe  and  efficient  movement  of  air  traffic  by  furnishing  preflight  and  in- 
flight assistance  to  pilots;  by  providing  air  navigation  services  for  access  to  the 
airway  system,  and  guidance  in  the  approach  and  landing  phases  of  flight;  and  by 
controlling  the  separation  of  flight  in  the  en  route  and  terminal  areas. 

3.  Assists  in  the  development  of  public-use  airports  by  making  grants-in-aid  to 
localities  for  airport  planning  and  improvements. 

4.  Carries  out  other  activities  designed  to  facilitate  and  promote  the  development  of 
safe  and  efficient  air  commerce. 
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Aviation  Industn  Indicators 


The  workload  of  the  FAA  is  generated  by  the  activity  of  all  segments  of  the  aeronautical 
community.  Aviation  activity  is  expected  to  increase  in  FV'  1995,  as  demonstrated  by  the 
following  indicators. 


Fiscal  Year  1995 


Aviation  fuel  consumption 
(billions  of  gallons) 

Revenue  passenger  miles  (billions) 

General  aviation  hours  flown  (millions) 

EFR  aircraft  handles  (millions)  at  Air 
Route  Traffic  Control  Centers 


Amount 

Percent  Change 

17.8 

+4.1 

534.1 

+5.2 

26.3 

+  .8 

38.6 


+1.8 


Total  operations  at  airports  with  FAA 

towers  (millions)  61.8 

IFR  operations  handled  by  FAA  towers 

(millions)  47.0 


+1.5 


+  1.7 


1995  Overview 

The  fiscal  year  1995  proposes  $8,806.9  million  in  budget  resources  for  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration,  an  increase  of  S162.2  million  (+1.9  percent)  over  the  S8,644.8  million 
FY  1994  enacted  level.  Again  75  percent  of  the  FAA's  funding  request  would  be  financed 
through  user  fees  paid  into  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund. 

The  FY  1995  budget  for  the  FAA  is  structured  around  three  themes:   (1)  reinventing 
government,  (2)  ensuring  system  safety,  and  (3)  promoting  the  efficiency  and 
competitiveness  of  U.S.  aviation  through  increased  investments  in  the  aviation 
infrastructure  and  aviation  research  and  development. 

•     Reinventing  Government:   The  FAA  is  committed  to  streamlining  its  operations 
through  reductions  in  overhead  and  support  functions  and  staff,  an  organizational 
structure  that  reduces  management  layers,  and  the  empowerment  of  its  employees. 
These  efficiencies  and  cost-saving  initiatives  offset  necessary  growth  in  safety-related 
areas. 
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•  Ensuring  System  Safety:  The  first  priority  of  the  FAA  has  been  and  always  will  be 
safety.  In  order  to  ensure  a  continuing  high  level  of  system  safety  and  in  order  to  meet 
projected  demand,  the  FY  1995  budget  requests  increases  in  the  number  of  people 
responsible  for  aircraft  and  airmen  certification  and  inspection.  In  addition,  air  traffic 
controllers,  maintenance  technicians,  and  security  specialists  will  be  kept  at  their 
already  sufficient  FY  1994  levels,  except  for  non-safety-related  reductions  that  can  be 
made  as  a  result  of  streamlined  operations  and  increased  reliance  on  contracting  out 
certain  functions  to  the  private  sector. 

•  Promoting  the  Efficiency  and  Competitiveness  of  the  U.S.  Aviation  System:  The  ability 
of  U.S.  air  carriers  to  increase  their  efficiencies  at  home  and  increase  their 
competitiveness  abroad  rest  in  part  on  the  infrastructure  and  aviation  systems 
supporting  their  operations.  In  response,  the  FY  1995  budget  proposes  to  increase  our 
Nation's  investment  in  aviation's  infrastructure  and  our  investment  in  the  technologies 
of  tomorrow.  More  specifically,  the  FY  1995  budget  proposes  a  seven  percent  increase 
for  Facilities  and  Equipment  in  support  of  modernizing  our  national  airspace  system 
and  a  five  percent  increase  for  Research,  Engineering  and  Development  in  support  of 
continued  research  into  such  important  areas  as  satellite  navigation,  aircraft  safety,  and 
airport/air  carrier  security.  Finally,  the  budget  proposes  to  continue  our  current  level 
of  support  for  the  Airport  Improvement  Program,  which,  when  combined  with  local 
passenger  facility  charges,  will  promote  much  needed  capacity  improvements  at  our 
nation's  airports. 

Summzn'  of  Individual  Appropriations 

The  Operations  request  of  $4,580.9  million  reflects  an  increase  of  $0.4  million  in 
budget  authority  over  FY  1994.  The  trust  fund  share  of  operations  is 
$2,379.2  million.  This  funding  supports  safety,  security  and  efliciency  of  the 
national  airspace  system. 

The  Grants-in-Aid  for  Airports  (Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund)  request  establishes  a 
$1,690.0  million  obligation  limitation  for  planning  and  development  of  the  nation's 
airports.  A  $1,500  million  liquidating  cash  appropriation  is  requested  to  ensure  that 
sufficient  trust  fund  cash  will  be  available  to  liquidate  obligations  as  they  become  due. 

The  Facilities  and  Equipment  (Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund)  request  totals  $2,269.1 
million.  This  funding  will  continue  programs  which  increase  safety,  efficiency  and  the 
capacity  of  the  nation's  airway  system.  About  30  percent  of  the  FY  1995  proposal  is  for  the 
Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS)  and  the  Voice  Switching  and  Control  System  (VSCS) 
programs. 

The  Research.  Engineering  and  Development  (Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund)  request  is 
S266.8  million.  Major  efforts  in  FY  1995  involve  Air  Traffic  Management  and  Capacity 
Research,  Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation,  Oceanic  Data  Link,  and  expanded 
human  factors  initiatives. 
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The  Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund  reflects  estimated  revenue  of  approximately  S3.8 
million  from  fees  and  investments  in  U.S.  Treasury  securities,  and  estimated  expenses  of 
S195  thousand. 

Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Program.  This  program  is  continuing  only  for  the 
purpose  of  making  payments  to  private  lenders  upon  defaults  on  existing  loans  by  air 
carriers.  No  defaults  are  projected  for  FY  1995.  The  FY  1995  budget  requests  funds  to 
repay  borrowings  and  interest  accrued  thereon  to  the  Treasury. 

Other  Items  of  Interest 

Working  Capital  Fund.  In  FY  1995  $33.8  million  from  the  Operations  account  will  finance 
services  provided  through  the  Department's  Working  Capital  Fund. 

Consulting  Services.  For  FY  1995,  the  FAA  will  require  approximately  $1.5  million  for 
consulting  services.  Consulting  services  are  needed  for  activities  which  would  otherwise 
require  additional  Government  employees. 

Transit  Subsidy  Program.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has  been  a  participant  in 
the  Department's  Transit  Subsidy  Program  since  January  1992.  Our  Operations  account 
funds  the  program.  The  cost  of  the  program  in  FY  1993  was  $1  million;  estimated  cost  for 
FY  1994  is  $1.4  million  and  estimated  cost  for  FY  1995  is  $1.5  million. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

RESOURCE  SUMMARY-FINANCING 

{$  in  thousand*) 


APPROPRIATION  TITLE 


Operationi 
(General) 
(Trust) 
Propotsd  Rescission  1  f 

Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Program 


1993 
ACTUAL 


BUDGET  AUTHORITY 


«4,530,000 
2,250,679 
2,279,321 


FY  1994 
ENACTED 


$4,580,518 

2,286,018 

2,294,500 

(2,750) 


ISO 


1995 
ESTIIMATE 


$4,580,900 
2,201,700 
2,379,200 


148 


GrantsinAid  Airports  (Trust) 
(  New  Contract  Authority)  21 
(Obligation  Liritation)  nonadd 
Proposed  Rescission  31 

Facilities  and  Equipment  (Trust) 
Proposed  Rescission  4/ 

Research,  Engineeriig  and  Development  (Trust) 


TOTAL  BUDGET  AUTHORITY 
(General) 
(Trust) 

LIQUIDATING  CASH  APPROPRIATIONS: 
GrantS'ii'Aid'  for  Airports 


2,050,000 

1,690,000 

1,890,000 

1,800,000 

1,690,000 
(488,200) 

1,690,000 

2,301,700 

2,120,104 
(40,257) 

2,269,100 

230,000 

254,000 

266,800 

tB,  111. 708 

tB.113,SSS 

(8.806,848 

2,250,688 

2,283,418 

2,201,848 

8,861,021 

5,830,147 

6,605,100 

(2,100,000 

$2,200,000 

$1,500,000 

Propriety  Receipts 
Miscellaneous  Recoveries  &  Refunds 


$492 


$1,028 


$1,028 


If  $2  million  FY  1994  subsidy  to  the  Mid- American  Aviation  Resource  Consortium  (MARC)  in  Minnesota;  $750  thousand 

ii  FY  1994  for  grants  to  vocational  institutions. 
21  Assumes  pending  reauthorization  will  reflect  President's  requested  levels. 
31  Amount  n  excess  of  funds  made  available  for  obligation  ii  P.  L.  103-122. 
41  Unobligated  balances  ii  the  Airway  Sciences  Program. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
RESOURCE  SUMMARY-FINANCING 
($  in  thousands) 


APPROPRIATION  TITLE 


Operations 
(General) 
(Trust) 
Proposed  Rescission 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Program 

Miscellaneous  Expired  Accounts 

Grants-in-Aid  Airports  (Trust) 

Facilities  And  Equipment  (Trust) 
Proposed  Rescission 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development  (Trust) 

TOTAL  PROGRAM  LEVEL 
(General) 
(Trust) 


PROGRAM  LEVEL 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ACTUAL 

ENACTED 

ESTIMATE 

$4,530,709 

$4,581,434 

$4,580,900 

2,251,388 

2,286,934 

2,201,700 

2,279,321 

2,294,500 
(2,750) 

2,379,200 

252 

195 

195 

9 

150 

148 

145 

507 

0 

1,730.413 

1,690,000 

1,690,000 

2,490,743 

2,780,000 
(40,257) 

2.490,000 

228.468 

271,831 

266,800 

t8.980.739 

$9J81.1W 

$9,028,043 

2,251,794 

2,285,036 

2,202,043 

6,728,945 

6.996,074 

6,826,000 

LIMITATION  ON  NOTES: 
Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Defaults 


$9,970 


$9,970 


$9,970 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

RESOURCE  SUMMARY-FINANCING 

($  in  thoutands) 


APPROPRIATION  TITLE 


Operations 
(General) 
fTrust) 
Proposed  Rescission 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Program 

Miscellaneous  Expired  Accounts 

Grants-in-Aid  Airports(Trust) 
(Contract  Authority) 

Facilities  and  Equipment  (Trust) 
Proposed  Rescission 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development  (Trust) 

TOTAL  OUTLAYS 
(General) 
(Trust) 


OUTLAYS 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ACTUAL 

ENACTED 

ESTIMATE 

$4,491,805 

$4,589,820 

$4,580,830 

2,212,492 

2,295,320 

2,201,630 

2,279,313 

2,294,500 

2,379,200 

(2,420) 

(330) 

(1.786) 

(3,600) 

(3,600) 

36 

151 

148 

0 

1.869 

0 

1,931,239 

1,850.200 

1.709,900 

2,166,371 

2,023,151 

2,103,062 

(8,051) 

19.662) 

212,312 

266,600 

278,300 

$8,799,977 

t8.717.720 

$a,S5B.S48 

2,210,742 

2,291,320 

2,197.848 

6.589.235 

6,426,400 

6,460,800 

Propriety  Receipts: 
Miscellaneous  Recoveries  &  Receipts 


($492) 


($1,028) 


($1,028) 


LIMITATION  ON  NOTES: 
Aircraft  Purchase  Loan  Guarantee  Defaults 


$9,970 


$9,970 


$9,970 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

RESOURCE  SUMMARY-FINANCING 


DIRECT  FUNDED,  BY  APPROPRIA  TION 

Operations 

Facilities  and  Equipment 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

Subtotal 
REIMBURSEMENTS/ALLOCA  TIONS 
Operations 

Facilities  and  Equipment 
Research,  Engineering  and  Development 
SUBTOTAL,  REIMBURSEMENTS/ALLOCATIONS 


TO'^AL,  FTE 
FEFTP 
FTE-OTFTP 


FTE-TOTAL 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATED 

ESTIMATED 

49,781 

48,826 

47,706 

2,170 

2,300 

2,300 

729 

711 

711 

2 

2 

2 

52.682 


51,839 


50.719 


407 

390 

353 

S3 

55 

55 

6 

6 

6 

466 

451 

414 

53.148 

52.290 

51.133 

52.109 

51J38 

50,081 

1.039 

1.052 

1,052 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

RESOURCE  SUMMARY-STAFFING 


DIRECT  FUNDED.  BY  APPROPRIATION 

Operations 

Facilities  and  Equipment 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 


POSITIONS 
(FULL  TIME  PERMANENT) 

FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

ACTUAL  ENACTED         ESTIMATE 


52,251  50,813  49,541 

2,504  2,504  2,504 

645  645  645 

2  2  2 


Subtotal,  Direct  Funded 

55,402 

53,964 

52,692 

REIMBURSEMENTS/ALLOCA  TIONS 

Operations 

490 

390 

390 

Facilities  and  Equipment 

53 

55 

55 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development 

6 

6 

6 

Subtotal,  Reimbursements 

549 

451 

451 

TDTAL,  POSITIONS 


SSMt 


54.415 


53.143 


Allocatrans  to  Other  Agencies 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEOERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

RESOURCE  SUMMARY-STAFFING 


Operations 

Facilities  and  Equipment 
Research.  Engineering  and  Development 
Subtotal,  Reimbursements 

TOTAL,  EPWJ-OF-YEAR  EMPLOYMENT 


END-OF-YEAR  EMPLOYMENT 
(IN  FULL-TIME  PERMANENT  POSITIONS) 


DIRECT  FUNDED.  BY  APPROPRIA  TION 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 
46,798 

ESTIMATE 

Operations 

48,265 

46,275 

Facilities  and  Equipment 

2,270 

2,450 

2,450 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development 

639 

636 

636 

Aviation  Insurance  Revolving  Fund 

3 

2 

2 

Subtotal,  Direct  Funded 

51,177 

49,886 

49,363 

REIMBURSEMENTS/ALLOCA  TIONS 

404 

390 

353 

52 

55 

55 

6 

6 

6 

462 

451 

414 

51,639  50,337 


49,777 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS 

For  necessary  expenses  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  not  otherwise  provided 
for,  Including  administrative  expenses  for  research  and  development,  establishment  of  air 
navigation  facilities  and  the  operation  (including  leasing)  and  maintenance  of  aircraft,  and 
carrying  out  the  provisions  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  [Development  Act,]  Improvement  Act  of 
1982.  as  amended,  or  other  provisions  of  law  authorizing  the  obligation  of  funds  for  similar 
programs  of  airport  and  ainvay  development  or  improvement,  lease  or  purchase  of  four 
passenger  motor  vehicles  for  replacement  only,  [$4,580,518,000]    $4.580.900.000.  of  which 
[$2,294,500,000]  $2.379.200.000  shall  be  derived  from  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund: 
Provided.  That  there  may  be  credited  to  this  appropriation  funds  received  from  States,  counties, 
municipalities,  foreign  authorities,  other  public  authorities,  and  private  sources,  for  expenses 
Incurred  In  the  provision  of  aviation  services,  including  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  air 
navigation  facilities  and  for  issuance,  renewal  or  modification  of  certificates.  Including  airman, 
aircraft,  and  repair  station  certificates,  or  for  tests  related  thereto,  or  for  processing  major  repair 
or  alteration  forms:  fProvlded  further.  That,  of  the  funds  available  under  this  head,  $2,000,000 
shall  be  made  available  for  the  Mid-American  Aviation  Resource  Consortium  in  Minnesota  to 
operate  an  air  traffic  controller  training  program:]    Provided  further.  That  funds  may  be  used  to 
enter  into  a  grant  agreement  with  a  nonprofit  standard  setting  organization  to  assist  in  the 
development  of  aviation  safety  standards:  fProvlded  further.  That  none  of  the  funds  provided 
shall  be  made  available  for  pay  raises  or  bonuses  In  fiscal  year  1994  for  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  employees  whose  responsibilities  Include  noise  abatement  policy  function, 
managing  aircraft  route  design  or  changes,  and  responsibility  for  preparing,  managing,  and 
overseeing  the  environmental  impact  statement  mandated  by  section  91 19  of  Public  Law 
101-508,  until  the  final  report  on  such  Impact  statement  Is  Issued:]  Provided  further.  That  none 
of  these  funds  shall  be  available  for  new  applicants  for  the  second  career  training  program. 
(Department  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act.  1994.) 
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DEPARTHENT  OF  TRAMSPORIATZON 
FEDERAL  AVZATZON  ADMZMZSTRATZON 
OPERATZ<»<S  APPROPRIATION 
Progrtun  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


XdMtl£lo*Uea  Ood*: 

FY  1993 

n   1994 

FZ  1995 

69-1301-0-1-402 

Actual 

Batimatc 

Eatimatc 

Progran  by  aotivitics: 

Dixcot  program: 

00.01 

Operation  of  traffic  control 

■ystcB 

2,092,647 

2,138,301 

2,167,301 

00.02 

MAS  logiatica  airport 

175,538 

176,041 

183,434 

00.03 

Maintenance  of  traffic 

control  ays tan 

846,362 

855,302 

848,113 

00.04 

Leased  teleconminications 

aervioea 

320,206 

324,529 

316,987 

00.05 

Aviation  regulation  and 

certification 

335,893 

347,392 

359,965 

00.06 

120,586 

115,418 

111,942 

00.07 

Civil  aviation  security 

68,343 

66,782 

65,088 

00.08 

MAS  deaign  and  management 

54,398 

56,628 

55,745 

00.09 

Adminiatration  of  airports 

41,239 

38,856 

40,477 

00.10 

Direction,  ataff  and 

aupporting  aervicea 

153,076 

146,713 

141,077 

00.11 

Human  reaource  management 

271,724 

267,239 

243,819 

00.12 

Beadquartera  a^oinistration 

50,689 

48,233 

46,952 

00.91 

Total,  direct  program 

4,530,701 

4,581,434 

4,580,900 

01.01 

Seixobursable  program 

51,619 

58,000 

59,600 

10.00 

Total  obligations 

4,582,320 

4,639,434 

4,640,500 

988 


OEPARlMEaiT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATIC»I  ADMXNISTRATXC»I 
OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 
Program  and  Finzuicing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


U«fitl£ieabxoB 

Coda: 

FX  1993 

FZ  1994 

FX  1995 

69-1301-0-1-402 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Relation  of  obligation*  to 

outlays : 

71.00 

Total  obligations 

4,582,320 

4,639,434 

4,640,500 

72.40 

Obligated  balance,  atart 

of  year 

522,537 

539,627 

531,241 

74.40 

Obligated  balance,  end  of 

year 

-539,627 

-531,241 

-531,311 

77.00 

Adjuataients  in  ei^ired 

accounts 

-19,368 

0 

0 

87.00 

Outlays  (gross) 

4,545,862 

4,647,820 

4,640,430 

Adjustments  to  budget 

authority  and  outlays: 

Deductions  for  offsetting 

collections : 

88.00 

Federal  funds 

-34,332 

-35,993 

-37,104 

88.30 

Trust  funds 

-2,279,313 

-2,294,500 

-2,379,200 

88.40 

Non-Federal  sources 

-19,725 

-22,007 

-22,496 

88.90 

Total ,  offsetting 

collections 

-2,333,370 

-2,352,500 

-2,438,800 

89.00 

Budget  authority  (net) 

2,250,679 

2,286,018 

2,201,700 

90.00 

Outlays  (net) 

2,212,492 

2,295,320 

2,201,630 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRAMS PORTATXC») 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


IdutifioatxoB  Cods: 

69-1301-0-1-402 

FZ  1993 
Actual 

FZ  1994 
Sstisiate 

F3f  1995 
Estinate 

Financing : 

21.40    Unobligated  balance 

available,  start  of  year 

24.40    Unobligated  balance 

available,  end  of  year 

25.00    Unobligated  halanre  expiring 

-916 

916 
1,729 

-916 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

39.00     Bndget  authority  (gross) 

4,584,049 

4,638,518 

4,640,500 

Budget  authority: 
Current: 

40 . 00       J^propriation 

Pczmanent: 

68.00       Spending  authority  froB 
offsetting  collections 

2,250,679 
2,3Sy,y70 

2,286,018 
2,352,500 

2,201,700 
2,438,800 

OPS-4 


990 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS 

PROGRAM  AND  PERFORMANCE 

This  account  supports  the  operation  and  nfialntenance  of  a  safe  national  aviation  system. 
It  finances  the  personnel  and  support  costs  of  operating  and  maintaining  the  air  traffic  control 
system  and  ensuring  the  safety  and  security  of  aircraft,  flight  procedures,  navigation  aids,  and 
airports  through  periodic  inspections.  It  also  supports  overall  policy  direction  and  guidance. 

For  1995,  the  budget  proposes  to  streamline  costs  and  staffing  consistent  with  the 
President's  initiative  on  administrative  costs  and  Federal  employment  reductions,  while 
maintaining  adequate  levels  of  safety  wori<  forces  to  ensure  the  continued  safe  operation  of  the 
airways. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANS PORTATXCXI 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  AI»fINISTRATiaN 
OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 
Object  Classification  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Untifiotus  Cod>: 

FT  1993 

FZ  1994 

FJ.  1995 

69-1301-0-1-402 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Direct  obligationa: 

Peraonnel  condensation: 

11.1 

Fall-time  permanent 

2,441,842 

2,541,849 

2,538,891 

11.3 

Other  than  full-time 

permanent 

28,844 

27,266 

21,685 

11.5 

Other  peraonnel 

coapenaation 

275,560 

271,731 

264,847 

11.8 

Special  personal 

services  paymenta 

4,964 

4,975 

4,592 

11.9 

Total  personnel 

condensation 

2,751,210 

2,845,821 

2,830,015 

12.1 

Civilian  peraonnel  benefits 

678,897 

683,048 

710,440 

13.0 

Benefits  for  former 

personnel 

199 

1,381 

1,331 

21.0 

Travel  and  transportation 

of  persons 

103,169 

93,686 

82,695 

22.0 

Transportation  of  things 

15,179 

17,323 

19,363 

23.2 

Rental  paymenta  to  others 

44,933 

43,038 

25,195 

23.3 

Conm.  ,  utilities  and 

377,035 

394,104 

391,260 

24.0 

Printing  and  reproduction 

12,116 

9,328 

9,582 

25.1 

Consulting  services 

1,954 

1,505 

1,543 

25.2 

Other  services 

427,240 

407,650 

413,281 

OPS-6 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 
Object  Classification  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


IdmtKxoaucB  Cod*: 

Tt   1993 

Ft   1994 

FZ  1995 

69-1301-0-1-402 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

26.0    Supplies  and  aiaterials 

77,840 

68,257 

79,237 

31.0    Equipoent 

40,230 

15,480 

16,123 

32.0    I.anda  and  atractuxes 

113 

341 

350 

42.0    Inauranoc  olaiaia  and 

indemnities 

566 

472 

485 

99.0       Subtotal,  direct 

obligations 

4,530,701 

4,581,434 

4,580,900 

99.0    Reiabuzsable  obligations 

51,619 

58,000 

59,600 

99.9        Total  obligations 

4,582,320 

4,639,434 

4,640,500 

Personnel  Sunmaxy 

Direct:   Total  condensable  workyears: 

Fall-time  equivalent  en^loyment 

49,781 

48,826 

47,706 

Full -time  equivalent  of 

overtime  and  holiday  hours 

400 

400 

400 

Reiobur sable :   Total  condensable  workyeari 

i: 

Full-time  equivalent  coployment 

407 

390 

353 

Full-time  equivalent  of  overtime 

and  holiday  hours 

8 

8 

8 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 
Sianmary  of  Budget  Authority  and  Outlays 
(in  thousands  of  dollazs) 


Jdaatitxe*t±aa  Coda: 


69-1301-0-1-402 


FY  1993 
Actual 


FX  1994 
Estimate 


FX  1995 
Estimate 


Enacted/ reques  ted : 
Budget  Authority 
Outlays 

Rescission  proposal: 
Budget  Authority 
Outlays 

Total: 

Budget  Authority 
Outlays 


2,250,679 
2,212,492 


2,250,679 
2,212,492 


2,2B6,018 
2,295,320 


-2,750 
-2,420 


2,283,268 
2,292,900 


2,201,700 
2,201,630 


0 
-330 


2,201,700 
2,201,300 
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DEPAR1MEHT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVXATION  ADMINISTRATION 

MISCELLANEOOS  EXPIRED  ACCODNTS 

Program  and  Financing  (in  thouaanda  of  dollara) 


Identification  Code:   £9-9912-0-1-402 


1993 
Actual 


1994 
Estimate 


1995 
Estimate 


Program  by  activities : 
10.00     Total  obligations 

(object  class  25.2) 

Financing : 
17  .  00   Recovery  of  prior  year  obligations 

21.40   Unobligated  balance  available, 

•taxt  of  year:   Treasury  Balance 

24.40   Unobligated  balance  available, 

end  of  year:   Treasury  p»1  ^tit 

39.00   Budget  Authority 


145 


-145 


-507 


507 


507 


-507 


Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00   Total  obligations 

72.40   Obligated  balance, 

start  of  year:   Treasury  balance 

74.40   <tt>ligated  balance, 

end  of  year:   Treasury  balance 

78 .  00   Adjustments  in  unexpired  accounts 

90 . 00     Outlays 


145 

1,362 

-1,362 
-145 


507 


1,362 


1,869 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRAHSPORTXTION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
MISCELLANEOUS  EXPIRED  ACCODNTS 

This  schedule  displays  programs  of  Facilities,  Engineering,  and 
Development  that  no  longer  require  appropriations  and  thus  reflects 
outlays  made  tinder  prior  year  appropriations. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

AIRCRAFT  PURCHASE  LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  may  hereafter  issue  notes  or  other  obligations  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  in  such  forms  and  denominations,  bearing  such  maturities,  and 
subject  to  such  terms  and  condttions  as  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  prescribe.  Such 
obligations  may  t>e  issued  to  pay  any  necessary  expenses  required  pursuant  to  any  guarantee 
issued  under  the  Act  of  September  7, 1957,  Public  Law  85-307,  as  amended  (49  U.  S.  C.  1324 
note).  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  for  activities  under  this  head  the 
obligations  for  which  are  in  excess  of  $9, 970, 000  during  fiscal  year  [1994]  1995.  Such 
obligations  shall  be  redeemed  by  the  Secretary  from  appropriations  authorized  by  this  section. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  purchase  any  such  obligations,  and  for  such  purpose  he  may 
use  as  a  public  debt  transaction  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  any  securities  issued  under  the 
Second  Lit>erty  Bond  Act,  as  now  or  hereafter  in  force.  The  purposes  for  which  securities  may 
be  issued  under  such  Act  are  extended  to  include  any  purchase  of  notes  or  other  obligations 
issued  under  the  subsection.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  may  sell  any  such  obligations  at 
such  times  and  price  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  shall  determine  in  his  discretion. 
All  purchases,  redemptions,  and  sales  of  such  obligations  by  such  Secretary  shall  be  treated  as 
public  debt  transactions  of  the  United  States.  fPeoartment  of  Transportation  and  Related 
Agencies  Appropriations  Act.  1994.) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATI(X4 
AIRCRAFT  PURCHASE  LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 
Program  mnd  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


UntlflosticB  Cod*: 

69-1399-0-1-402 

n   1993 
Actual 

n   1994 
Xatinat* 

jn   1995 
Estimate 

Progxam  by  activitiea: 
10.00      Total  obligations 

Financing : 
47.00      Budget  authority  (authority  to  borrow) 

9 
9 

150 

150 

148 

148 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71 . 00      Total  obligations 

72.47      Obligated  balance,  start  of 
year:   Authority  to  borrow 

74.47      Obligated  balance,  end  of 

year:   Authority  to  borrow 

» 
28 

-1 

150 

1 
0 

148 
0 
0 

90 . 00       Outlays 

36 

151 

148 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  AOhaNISTRATION 

AIRCRAFT  PURCHASE  LOAN  GUARANTEE  PROGRAM 


XdntlCie*U«a  Ce4»: 


69-1399-0-1-402 


Ft    1993 
Actual 


FT  1994 
Estimate 


FY  1995 
Eatxinate 


Status  of  Guaranteed  Loans  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Cunulative  balance  of 

guaranteed  loans  outstanding: 


2210    Outstanding,  start  of  year 
2251    Repayments  and  prepayments 

2290    Outstanding,  end  of  year 


2299 


MEMORANDDM: 

Quaranteed  amount  of  guaranteed 

loans  outstanding,  end  of  year 


36,029 
-9,135 


26,894 


24,205 


26,694 
-9,135 


17,759 


15,983 


17,759 
-7,406 


10,353 


9,318 


This  program  is  continuing  only  for  the  purpose  of  making  payments 
to  private  lenders  upon  default  of  existing  loans  by  air  carriers.  No 
new  loan  guarantees  are  being  made. 

Object  Classification  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


21.0  Travel  and  transportation  of  persons 

25.2  Other  services 

43.0  Interest  and  dividends 

99.0  Total  obligations 


9 

17 

124 


150 


0 

148 

0 


148 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

AVIATION  INSURANCE  REVOLVING  FUND 

The  Secretary  of  Transportation  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  such  expenditures  and 
investments,  within  the  limits  of  funds  available  pursuant  to  section  1306  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Act  of  1958,  as  amended  (49  U.  S.  C.  App.  1536).  and  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  the 
Govemtnent  Corporation  Control  Act,  as  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  9104),  as  may  be  necessary  in 
carrying  out  the  program  for  aviation  insurance  activities  under  title  XIII  of  the  Federal  Aviation    . 
Act  of  1958.  (Deoartment  of  Transportation  and  Related  Aoencies  Appropriations  Act.  1 994.) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRAHSPORTATZON 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
AVIATION  INSURANCE  REVOLVING  FOND 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


UnUCieauos 

coda: 

F3r  1993 

FT  1994 

FX  1995 

69-4120-0-3-402 

Actual 

Estinate 

Estimate 

Program  by  activitiaa: 

10.00 

Total  obligationa 

Financing: 

Unobligated  balance  available, 
■tart  of  year: 

252 

195 

195 

21.90 

Treasury  balance 
O.  S.  aeeuritiea: 

-160 

-1,115 

-1,000 

21.91 

Par  value 

-54,195 

-54,805 

-58,520 

21.92 

Unrealized  discounts 

Unobligated  balance  available, 
end  of  year: 

2,010 

1,814 

1,814 

24.90 

Treasury  balance 
U.  S.  securities: 

1,115 

1,000 

1,000 

24.91 

Par  value 

54,805 

58,520 

62,120 

24.92 

Unrealised  discounts 

-1,814 

-1,814 

-1,814 

68.00 

Budget  authority  (gross) : 
Spending  authority  froo 

offsetting  collections 

2,013 

3,795 

3,795 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00 

Total  obligations 

252 

195 

195 

72.90 

Aligatcd  balance,  start  of 

year:   Fund  balance 

1,109 

1,134 

1,134 

74.90 

(Aligated  balance,  end  of 

year:   Fund  balance 

-1,134 

-1,134 

-1,134 

87.00 

Outlays  (gross) 

227 

195 

195 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
AVIATION  INSURANCE  REVOLVING  FUND 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Xd«Dtaf leauoD  Code: 


69-4120-0-3-402 


FY  1993 
Actual 


FY  1994 
Estimate 


FY  1995 
Estimate 


Adjustments  to  budget  authority 
and  outlays : 

Deductions  £or  offsetting 
collections : 

88.00  Federal  funds 

88 . 40  Non-Federal  sources 


88.90  Total,  offsetting 

collections 


89 . 00      Budget  authority  (net) 
90  .  00      Outlays  (net) 


-2,003 

-10 


-3,785 
-10 


-3,785 
-10 


-2,013 


-3,795 


-3,795 


0 

-1,786 


0 
-3,600 


0 

-3,600 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

AVIATION  INSURANCE  REVOLVING  FUND 

Revenue  and  E]q>ense  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


ZdntAficataea 

Coda; 

69-4120-0-3-402 

Fy  1993 
Actual 

n    1994 
Estimate 

FY  1995 

Estimate 

0101 
0102 

Revenue 
Expense 

Met  income  or  loaa 

2,013 
-252 

3,795 
-195 

3,795 
-195 

0109 

1,761 

3,600 

3,600 

Financial  Condition  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


FY  1992 

FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Actual 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Assets : 

1000 

Fund  balance  with  Treasury 
and  cash:   Fund  balance 

with  Treasury 

1,269 

2,249 

2,134 

2,134 

140.0 

Investments:   Treasury 

securities,  par 

54,195 

54,805 

58,520 

62,120 

1450 

Other 

-2,010 

-1,814 

-1,814 

-1,814 

1499 

Subtotal ,  investments 
Total  assets 

52,165 

52,991 

56,706 

60,306 

1999 

1,269 

2,249 

2,134 

2,134 

. 

Liabilities: 

Accounts  payable: 

2010 

Public 

0 

5 

5 

5 

2099 

Subtotal  accounts 

payable 

0 

5 

5 

5 

2299 

Accrued  payroll  and 

benefits 

3 

8 

8 

8 

2399 

Accrued  annual  leave 

(funded  or  unfunded) 

10 

4 

4 

4 

2999 

Total  liabilities 

13 

17 

17 

17 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
AVIATION  INSURANCE  REVOLVING  FUND 
Financial  Condition  (in  thousemds  of  dollars) 


Zd«stxflo«tAaA  Cod«: 


69-4120-0-3-402 


FY  1992 
Actual 


FX  1993 
Actual 


FX  1994 
Eatimate 


FX  1995 
Eatimate 


3210 


3999 


Equity: 

Revolving  fund  equity: 
Revolving  fund  balancea : 

Cumulative  results 


Total  equity 


53,441 


55,223 


58,823 


62 , 423 


53,441 


55,223 


58,823 


62,423 


The  fund  currently  provides  direct  support  for  the  aviation  insurance 
program  authorized  under  Title  XIII  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958. 
Income  to  the  fund  is  derived  from  premium  deposits  for  premium  insurance 
coverage  issued,  income  from  authorized  investments,  and  binder  fees  for 
nonpremium  coverage  issued.  The  binders  provide  aviation  insurance 
coverage  for  U.S.  air  carrier  aircraft  used  in  connection  wtih  certain 
Government  contract  operations  entered  into  by  the  Department  of  Defense 
and  the  Department  of  State. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

AVIATKm  INSURANCE  REVOLVING  FUND 


Objact  Claasificatlon  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 

69-4120-0-3-402 

FY  1993 
Actual 

FX  1994 
Estiiute 

FY  1995 
Estimate 

11 . 1    Personnel  Compensation : 
Full-time  permanent 

11.5     Other  personnel  condensation 

11.9       Total  personnel  coapensation 

12.1  Civilian  personnel  benefits 

21.0    Travel  and  transportation 
of  persons 

25.2  Other  services 

26.0    Supplies  and  materials 

42 . 0    Insurance  claims  and 
indemnities 

186 

5 

193 

38 

5 

15 

1 

0 

121 

4 

125 

18 

1 
25 

1 

25 

121 

4 

125 

18 

1 
25 

1 

25 

99.9     Total  obligations 

252 

195 

195 

Personnel  Stinmary 

Total  compensable  workeyars: 

Full-time  equivalent  employment 

2 

2 

2 

AIRF-6 

1163 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND 

Unavailable  collections  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


================ 

1993 

1994 

1995 

Identification  code     20-8 1 030'7-402 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

01.01    Balance,  start  of  year 

Par  value 

10,538,348 

7,883,877 

7.264,666 

02.00   ReceipU:  Currant  law 

5,056,307 

5,406.873 

5,783,261 

02.01    Interest 

1,039,763 

872,800 

726,500 

02.02  Transfer  to  general  fund 
02.99        Total  Receipts 

-1,794,522 

4,301,548 

6,279,673 

6,509,761 

04.00   Total:  Balances  and  collections 

14,839,896 

14,163,550 

13,774.427 

Appropriations: 

05.01    Facilities  and  equipment 

-2,301,700 

-2,120,104 

-2.269.100 

05.0 1    Facilities  &  Equip  proposed  rescission 

40,257 

05.02    Research,  engineering  &  development 

-230,000 

254,000 

-266.800 

05.03    Grants-in-aid  for  airports: 

Appropriation  to  liquidate 

contract  authority 

-2,100,000 

-2,200,000 

-1,500.000 

05.05    Trust  fund  share  of  FAA  operations 

-2,279,321 

-2,294,500 

-2,379.200 

05.07    GSARent 

29,887 

-37.114 

-40.797 

05.08    Payments  to  air  carriers 
05.99        Total  appropriations 

-38,600 

-33.423 

25.600 

-6.979,508 

-6.898,884 

■6.481,497 

06.10    Unobligated  balance  returned  to  receipts 

23,489 

07.01    Balance,  end  of  year 

Par  value 

7,883,877 

7.264,666 

7,292,930 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND 


The  Tax  Equity  ind  Fiial  Responsibilitv  Act  of  1982 126  U.S.C.  95021,  is  imended  by  the  Omnibus  Recondliation  Act  of 
1990  (P.L  101-5081.  provides  for  the  receipts  received  in  the  Treasury  from  the  10  percent  passenger  ticket  tax  and 
certain  other  taxes  paid  by  airway  users  to  be  transferred  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury  to  the  Airport  and 
and  Airway  Trust  Fund.  In  turn,  appropriations  are  authorized  from  this  fund  to  meet  obligations  for  airport  improvement 
grants,  facilities  and  equipment,  research,  and  a  portion  of  operations. 

The  status  of  the  fund  is  as  follows  On  thousands  of  dollars): 


Unexpended  balance  start  of  year 

U.S.  securities  (par) 
Cash 

Balance  of  fund,  start  of  year 

Cash  income  during  the  year 
Government  receipts 
from  exercise  taxes: 


1993 
ACTUAL 

1994 
ESTIMATE 

1995 
ESTIMATE 

15.090.296 
112.643 

15,202.939 

12.671.636 
178.158 

12,849,794 

12.519.720 
120J00 

12.640,020 

Passenger  ticket  tax 

4.471.698 

4,741J61 

5,087^79 

Waybill  tax 

255J76 

260J10 

282.497 

Fuel  tax 

120,473 

183,312 

175.730 

bitemational  departure  tax 

223,287 

235J50 

252,315 

Refund  of  taxes 

(14,5271 

114,5601 

(14560) 

Inttvbudgetary  transaction: 

biterest  on  investments 

1,039.763 

872,800 

726500 

Transfer  to  General  Fund  IP.L  102-5811 

11.794,522) 

Total  annual  income 

4.301.548 

6.279,673 

6509.761 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND 


Cash  outlays  during  the  yean 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
GrantsinAid  for  Airports 
Facilities  and  equipment 
Facilities  and  Equip  proposed  rescission 
Research.  Engineering  &  Development 
Operations 

OST:  Payments  to  air  carriers 
OST:  GSArent 

Total  annual  outlays 

Unexpended  balance,  end  of  year: 
U.S.  securities  (par) 
Treasury  balance 

Balance  of  fund,  end  of  year 

Commitments  against  unexpended  balances: 
Appropriated  but  not  expended 

Committed  to  future  appropriations  to 
liquidate  outstanding  obligations 
Icontract  authority) 

Unobligated  bal  of  contract  authority 
Proposed  rescission  of  CA 
Uncommitted  cash  balance,  end  of  year 


(in  thouunds  of  dollml 

1993 

1994 

1995 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

1,931,239 

1.850,200 

1.709.900 

2,166,371 

2,023,151 

2.103.062 

0 

■8,051 

■9.662 

212,312 

266,600 

278.300 

2,279,313 

2.294,500 

2,379,200 

35,571 

25,933 

28,729 

29,887 

37,114 

40,797 

6,654,693 

6,489.447 

6,530,326 

12,671,636 

12.519.720 

12,482,055 

178,158 

120.300 

137,400 

12,849.794 

12.640.020 

12,619,455 

-4^65.917 

•5,375.354 

■5,326,525 

■2,523,953 

■2,013,953 

•2,203,953 

■1,092,410 

1,092,410 

488,200 

4,646,503 

■604,210 

4,267,514 

4.484.767 

At  the  end  of  1994.  the  uncommitted  trust  fund  balance  Is  estimated  to  be  $4.6  billion.  The  1995  funding  levels.  Including 
75  percent  of  FAA's  budget  to  be  financed  from  the  trust  fund,  will  reduce  the  uncommitted  balance  to  i4.5  billion 
by  the  end  of  FY  1995. 
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GRANTS-IN-AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 

(UQUIDATION  OF  CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATION) 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


For  liquidation  of  obligations  incurred  for  grants-in-aid  for  airport  planning  and  development, 
and  for  noise  compatibility  planning  and  programs  under  the  Airport  and  Airway 
Improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended,  and  under  other  law  authorizing  such  obligations, 
($2,200,000,000]  Sl.500.000.000.  to  be  derived  from  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  and  to 
remain  available  until  expended:  Provided.  That  none  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  sfiall  be 
available  for  the  planning  or  execution  of  programs  the  commitments  for  which  are  in  excess 
of  $1,690,000,000  In  fiscal  year  [1994]  1995  for  grants-in-aid  for  airport  planning  and 
development,  and  noise  compatibility  planning  and  programs,  notwithstanding  section 
506(e)(4)  of  the  Airport  and  Airway  improvement  Act  of  1982,  as  amended.  (Department  of 
Transportation  and  Related  Agencies  Appropriations  Act.  1994.) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORXXTION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ACMINISTBATIOH 
GRANTS-IN-AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thouaanda  of  dollara) 


UuUfxutiaB 

Csdi: 

rr  1993 

FT  1994 

FY  1995 

69-8106-0-7-402 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

Program  by  activities: 

• 

10.00 

Total  obligations 
Financing: 

1,805,102 

1,690,000 

1,690,000 

17.00 

Recovery  of  prior  year  obligations 

-74,689 

21.49 

Unobligated  balance  available,  start 

of  year:   Contract  Authority 

-772,823 

-1,092,410 

-1,092,410 

24.49 

Unobligated  balance  available,  end 

of  year:   Contract  Authority 

1,092,410 

1,092,410 

1,092,410 

39.00 

Budget  authority: 

2,050,000 

1,690,000 

1,690,000 

Budget  authority: 

Current : 

40.00 

Appropriation 

2,100,000 

2,200,000 

1,500,000 

40.49 

Portion  applied  to  liquidate 

contract  authority 

Appropriation  (total) 

-2,100,000 

-2,200,000 

-1,500,000 

43.00 

Permanent: 

69.10 

Contract  authority  (P.L.  100-223) 

2,050,000 

1,690,000 

1,690,000 

Kelation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00 

Total  obligations 
Obligated  balance,  start  of  year: 

1,805,102 

1,690,000 

1,690,000 

72.40 

impropriation 

119,423 

288,184 

637,984 

72.49 

Contract  authority 
Obligated  balance,  end  of  year: 

2,893,540 

2,523,953 

2,013,953 

74.49 

Contract  authority 

-2,523,953 

-2,013,953 

-2,203,953 

78.00 

-74,689 

90.00 

Outlays 

1,931,239 

1,850,200 

1,709,900 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRAMSPORTATICM 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  AI»Cn7I  STRATI  OH 

SRANTS-IM-AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 


Status  of  Contract  Authority   (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


IduitifiMtLLcn  Cod*: 

69-8106-0-7-402 

FX  1993 
Actual 

FY  1994 
Estimate 

FY  1995 
Estimate 

Balance,  start  of  year 
Contract  authority 

Contract  authority  proposed  rescission 
impropriation  to  liquidate  contract 
authority 

3,666,363 
2,050,000 

-2,100,000 

3,616,363 

1,690,000 

-488,200 

-2,200,000 

2,618,163 
1,690,000 

-1,500,000 

Balance,  end  of  year 

3,616,363 

2,618,163 

2,808,163 
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DEPAR1MEHT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

GRANTS-IN-AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 


Status  of  Budget  Authority  and  Outlays  (in  thouaanda  of  dollars) 


FX  1993 
Actual 


FX  1994 
Estimate 


FZ  1995 
Estimate 


Enac ted/ reques ted 

Budget  Authority 

Outlays 
Rescission  proposal: 

Budget  Authority 

Outlays 


2,050,000   1,690,000   1,690,000 
1,931,239   1,650,200   1,709,900 


-488,200 


TOTAL: 

Budget  Authority 
Outlays 


2,050,000   1,201,800   1,690,000 
1,931,239   1,850,200   1,709,900 
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GRANTS-IN-AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 

(UQUIDATION  OF  CONTRACT  AUTHORIZATION) 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

The  Airport  and  AlrvMy  Improvement  Act  of  1982,  P.L  97-24B,  as  amended,  provides  for 
airport  Improvement  grants  wtilch  emphasize  capacity  development,  safety  and  security 
needs.  To  support  these  objectives,  a  $1,690,000,000  program  level  is  requested  for  1995. 
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APPLICATION  MMKIt 

AIRMMT/ 

LOCATION 


Passenger  Facility  Charge 

APPLICATIONS  APPROVED 
AS  or  JANUART   26,  19M 


LOCIO  ANL  LEVEL  TIS    COLLEaiOM 


APPKMED 
DATE 


CMAME  IFF. 
DATE 


91-01-C-OO-MV. 
MVAMUM  INTEtNATIONAL 

lAVAMNAM     GA 


SAV      JSM      U        12  tS9,M1.S02  01/23/92  07/01/92 


flt-01-C-00-«BL. 

MQAU  KSIOWL 
I.  «L 


ML    au    ts 


*iM,ioo       a/wn       o</oi/« 


91-01-C-OO-LAS. 

K  aydUUI  MTEnUTtOHAL 

tMDKAS.  m 


LAS    sAt    ss     a     tM4.aa.soo      etm/vi      oitm/n 


flZ-01-l-«0-N». 

■■TtVILU  INTL-CAKL'T  JONES  Fia     KV      SAS      fS        U  S1«,0O2.S66 

MITSVILU,  AL 


0/06/92  06/01/92 


98-*1-I-00-SPI. 
CAPITAL 
tPtlNGFIELO.   IL 


91   SAS   S3 


S5«2.10t    00/27/92    06/01/92 


•2-01 -C-OO-IISP . 

MMEAMLIS-ST  PAUL  MTEMATIONAL    KSP      JSt      S3  2  S66,3SS.«S2 

MMEAPaiS.  m 


03/31/92         06/01/92 


92-01 •C-OO-CPT. 
•ULrPOST-ilLOKI  lECiaNAL 
aULFPONT-tlLOKI,  MS 


CPT      SAS      S3 


S3W.028  04/03/92  07/01/92 


92-OK-OO-PDX. 
POntAMD  INTEMATIONAL 
PORTLiUB,  OR 


POX      SAS      S3         2         St7.961,«S0  04/00/92  07/01/92 


92-01 -C-OO-PU. 
HAniESUIC-LAUREl  U6I0NAI 
NATTIESSUKC-UUAtEl,  MS 


Pli   SAS   S3 


S119.1S3    04/15/92    07/01/92 


02-01-C-OO-OVX. 

iniMATioNAL  (no 

«.  CO 


evx   SAS   S3   94  S2.SS0,734^1    04/20/92    07/01/92 


AIIV21 
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aPKICkTIOl  MMCI 

Aivon/ 
vacuum 


AS  Of  JMMMT      26,  19W 

tfMOVED  /WMKNEO 

UCID    «M.  IE«CL    TKS  OOLUCTIOM  MTE 


tff. 


MTC 


91-01-I-OO-IVl. 
UtX  T««X 

mm  uytE  luae,  ca 


m      MS      t3  5  t92S.7«7  OS/01/92  OS/Ot/92 


fi-«K-«-cn. 

lUMGU 
I,  18 


en    jw    a     w       •i^n.zii      os/oa/n      «/oi/k 


te-01-c-oo-uu. 

UMOIIUiiaML 

UHna.  OK 


MS     t2         4  tSM.OTB         aS/n/92         OS/01^2 


ie-m-i-«o-iuu 

1UM  mEBUTIOML 
lUUA.  OK 


lUL    MH    ts      s       w.nr.ooo      am/n      otm/n 


«e^-i'«o-iei. 
nt  inaMTioMi. 
■It.  n 


MM    ts       2      ni.eoo.ooo      a/wn      ot/owz 


«S-f1-l-«0-WF. 

•KATB  UFMLO  inQMATiaWL 
■irr«LD.  HT 


WF      MS      O       SI        tn».S73.eOO         as/29/92  08/01/92 


t2-01-l-«0-CM. 
CMItOniSVIlU-MJBMUE 

CMnoncfviuc.  w 


OB      CAS      S2  1  02SS.SS9         01/11/92  09/01/92 


f2-«l-C-«0-SJC. 

•M  ioK  inOMTIOMAL 

SAN  JOK,  a 


SJC      CAS     <S         S         C29.228.a26         06/11/92  09/01/92 


92-01  -C-OO-WSO. 
HltSOUU  irrEtNATIOML 

mtsoju.  m 


RSO      J»      81  S  t1.900.000         06/12/92  09/01/92 


MM  tHIMt  lEnaML 

9MJI  amwt.  a 


nr      MS     8S       «0        tt1.M8.t19         8t/2S/«2         W/OVtS 


AIP-22 
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AS  or  MMIUT      26.  1*M 
WKICATiaM  MMC* 

Aiwon/  wwDwa  wmmcd      chmce  err. 

UCftTIOl  UCIO    Ml  UWl    TtS  COUCCTIOM  MTC  MH 

K-m-C-00-OMC. 

LITM  OWUW  HfTOMTIOMA    OMC      JSI      <3         2  (12.9(5.000  9MA/n  09/01/92 

C* 


«-«i<i-«»-rai. 

MnumMU  WIOMMIOML  ML     j«     a        3        <W.M».000        M/2»/n        w/m/os 

MtUSaMU.  M 
fB-«1-l-00-aH. 

temmenm  laraninomL    an    su    S5      o       sn.7i5.ooo       •tm/n       rnnjn 
n. 


«»«-€-«0-CMC. 

IKSIOWr  CMC     «U     03         4  tl.SW.000         0</3Q/«2         e»/«i/«2 

■.  Oi 

K-«1-l-O0-(Mi. 

fOR  COUMMI  inBHMTIOUL  OM      S«S      t5         2  07.3*1.707         07/U/V2  10/ei/«2 

COUMM.  Oi 

t2-01-C-00-fll. 

■Ul  MIBMTIOML  OI      JM     tS         S  t1.f»7.MS  •7/21/K  N/OVK 


te-«t-c-«o-fut. 

■MK  NneOMTIOML  OB      OM     tl         3         aM.MO.000  O7/2S/02  Kl/01/f2 

u 

«■>  miBT  infRMTIOMI.  JR      SU      tS         3        OWV.MO.OOO         a/ZUn  M/01/K 

KMTOK.  or 

oe-01-c-oo-iGik. 

UOMRDM  IM      a«S      IS         5  U7.«20.000  07/23/02  10/01/02 

«EH  VOK,  or 

K^-i-oo-aro. 

MCOaD  M»      OM     a         «  t1,177.SW         W/M/R  Kl««VK 

D.  11 


AV43 


1188 


AS  OF  MUUT      26.  19M 


AlVOtT/ 
UCATION 


UCIO    m.  LEVEL 


APfHWD 
TIS  OOLLECTION 


Err. 


MTE 


MTE 


«e-oi-i-oo-iut. 

MLTlMaRE-tMSNIHCTOI  INTEUMTIOHA    lUI       Ml      SS 
MLTIMOK.  W 


10        >U1, 866.000  Or/27/VZ  I0/01/V2 


R-oi-c-oo^aui. 

iwuanu. 


OM    j«    a       s        «joi.S82       er/a/K       M/n/«s 


«-«1-€-00-1W. 

lun  Hus-mm  \auei  ksioml       iw    tcl    o 

mi  MLU.  ID 


«  SZI0.000        (H/12/V2         iiyei/K 


te-«1-C-«0-(EA. 

mnu.  iM 


KA      1ML      SS  1  ai.W7.«88  MTOm  11/«1/«2 


f2-01-C-00-<CI. 

ST  Flap 

HEUOIM.  K 


HEI      MH     SS         2  S122.S00  «a/»/«2  11/OI/K 


fZ-01-l-«0-«IE. 

MiemMi-KnuKM-eMrai 

AUCnOUi.  M 


as    SS      s       SS.77S.111       nmm       nm/n 


K-OliC-OOHMV. 
WIVBSin  MK 
STATE  COLLECE,  M 


iMv    MM    o       s        si.«ts.fn       «a/awz       ii/oi/«z 


«-«i-C-«0-CTr. 

SKAV  rAUS  inEnATIONAL 
CKAT  fALU,  NT 


err    jai    a     io       ss.oio.no      t»m/n       ii/m/vt 


92-01 -C-OO-ISU. 

SOUTMCn  rLOIIM  IMTEIMATiaMM.        ISU      SAS      U 

rORT  MTEK,  ri 


22       S2S2.S«8.262         Oa/S1/«2  11/01/«2 


«2-01-C-«0<U. 

atmumHOKVu  isTeMATioMi      cu    sas    ss 
fuvBiua.  OS 


s      ss«.sae.e 


m/wn       ii/w/K 


AIP44 
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utranj 

UCATICM 


AS  W  MMIMT      26.  WW 

locie  m.  icvEi   vis       cauccnoi 


tfMKWGD 
MTI 


fTF. 


MH 


«e-«i-c-oo-Msu. 

I  IIJMI-tlU.Ta  L.  MU  M    MBU      lU      S3 


sss.soo       »/ta/n       tt/«i/« 


i»r«»r7.;H«T.«.L     ••  m  «  •  w.w.-o  .»/«/«  u/w« 


eounr  m 

I  MMOS.  M 


«-ei-c-oo-oni. 

KIMIT  KIMPOLITM-Wnf  COUnr    B1V      MS     S3        17 

Kinrr.  lu 


SMO.707.000      o»/2vn      »uwn 


«s-«i-i-«o-in. 
wanamtBom 
iTwck.  n 


1M.    S3      «       *i.«n.on      m/wn      ti/ot/ts 


«-oi-i-«>-tra. 

MTOi  aoua  KTtaKLiTMi,  iTM  Fi   m    SM    ss 

MIOIMUa,  u 


«       w.azs.is9      mnun       v/n/n 


«e-«i*c-«>-Fu. 
fuanarr  puxim 
rusntfr.  «z 


ru      >U     S3       22  «I,«ffl.»1         ••/2»/W         n/tV« 


«2-«i-c-«>-sn. 

UMHn-fT  UUIS  inOUTIOMM.  STL      SM      S3 

«T  ions.  MO 


3      sst.«o7.eo      tt/aun       lajwn 


:  eounr 

(.  M 

«e-oi-i-«o-oie. 
eiauauc  KeioMt. 
1* 


t2-«1-C-«0-«K. 

rtUX  mHMtlOML 

itui,  n 


NOT      HJ      t5  J  MS9.T00  10/01/W  «/«1/W 


jM    fs      1         stts.soo      wnt/n      oi/oim 


■M    SM    a     11     «MS.3n.aee      n/w/«2      n/vvis 


AB>-2S 


«m.mTiai 

MWOBT/ 
lOttTIOi 


1190 

At  or  «wMtT     at.  1«M 
iUH.  IfW.    tM        COUfCTIOH  o«ii  o»n 

cu    ts      «       «j.at.«oo      i«nim      01/otm 


trF. 


MMJM  taiHMTIOML 

oufBiiunaHu. 
ouBi.  n 

I  MLU  mUCIML 

I  nut.  10 


MM* 


lU      IN.      SS         > 


M      wwn      •woww 


na.ztf      wtU9i      tt/oi/w 


R-01-C-40HH. 

icnacmi  counv 

laill  HAIK.  «T 

fWOM  All  ISMIML 

«t<«l-C-«OHHN. 
kMS 


«-«i'^-«o-na. 
TMUMSKE  kcioml 
TAUMMtCE.  ri 

«2-ei-c-oo-crK. 

OUUB  rates  UTEHUTIOMM. 

OMB  ran.  K> 


«-t1-l-«0-CK. 

•ancounr 
n 


IM      JM      <S 


s   ti.see.ooo   ie/se/«   oi/oi/w 


Mi    OS    ts     so      «r.ao.eoo      it/o»/«      «w/w 


ut    ts 


I  t(M.2S6       ii/to/«       eiw/w 


Ml    lu    a      1       ts.oi.eoo      ii/io/«      ei/wAS 


TU 


jM    ts      •       te.*i7.n*      11/15/w      eiw/« 


CR      t*S      ts  4  «1.0W.509  11/W/TO  OZ/OI/W 


iM.    a      >         «t5e.5»      ii/ir/«      oi/ei/« 


AIP-26 


1191 


APPLICATION  WJHBER 

AltPORT/ 

lOCATION 


AS  OF  JAMiART^      26,    19M 

APPROVED 
lOCIO     ANI.  LEVEL     YRS  OOLLECTION 


APPROVED 
DATE 


CHARGE  at. 
DATC 


«2-01-C-00-TEX. 
TEUJURIOE  REGIONAL 
TEUJUKIM.  CO 


TEX      SAS      U  S  S200.000  11/23/92  OS/OI/VS 


VZ-Q1  -C-OO-PHS. 
rSBAOOU  KeiONAL 
KMSAOOU.  n. 


MS    s«s    a       3        U.71S.000       11/23/92       oe/oi/ts 


W-01-C-00-ACV. 
MCkTA 
MCMA.  CA 


MV      JMN      SI  1  Sia8,S00  11/24/92  0S/O1/«S 


92-41-C-OO-SSP. 

SAN  UltC  OiltPO  OOUNTY-MCCKSMET 

SAM  LUIS  OBISPO,  CA 


S8P      JMN      S3  2  S5(B.«57  11/24/92  02/01/93 


92-01-C-OO-IKO. 
ORUMM  IinailATIONAL 
ORLAIBO,  FL 


MOO      SAS      SS  S        S1«7,S74,527  11/27/92  02/01/93 


92-01-l-00-$TT. 

cnii  E  niK 

CMRUmE  ANALIE.  VI 


Sn      JNR      S3  3  SS.«n.O05  12/08/92  0/01/93 


92-01-I-OO-STX. 
mWICt  WNILTON 
CMRISTIANSTED  ST  CROIX,  VI 


STX      JHM      S3  3  S2.2a0,4<5  12Aie/92  03/01/93 


92-01 -8-00- 1 TK. 

■ 

IMnMEM 

INTOKERN,  CA 


ITK      TMl      S3  3  S127.500  12/10/92  03/01/93 


92-01-C-OO-ETW. 

XET  tCST  IHTERNATIONAL 

SET  WEST,  Fl 


rru      SAS      S3  3  t«t5.937  12/17/92  03/01/93 


92-01 -C-OO-MTM. 

MMuraon 
MAMTiai.  ri 


SAS     t3         2  S1SS.SS6         U/17/92         OI/OWS 


AIP.27 


1192 


M  or  MMMW      at.  HK 

uokTioH  '  ucio  «■.  tna.  m       eaucaiai         mti  mii 

CMItiOnttVIUE-MJBWILE  CM)      US      tS  S  S2S5,S»9  12/21/92  0»/01/«2 

CHMonEsvtuc,  m 

t2-«i-c-«o-nH. 

Rusrai  teGiewL  •  bmet  oaumr    hm    toM    a       s  s«4e,C7S       u/2Z/«2       aai/«i/«s 

pfunoi.  Ml 

K-m-c-oo-cos. 

couuM  «miBt  MMictNu.  COS    M    o       s        e,<22.ooo       umAS       o/aws 

ooiauDo  tMim,  oo 

«-«1-l-«0-«U. 

«UMn«K6iaiM.  MB      IML      tS         4  S260.S26         Um/«2  CS/«t/VS 

MUMBTA.  M 

te-oi-c-oo-cn. 

iWTM  STRWKL  IHTanUTIOUl  OS      OJ      tl        10  n.UO.OOO  WZUK  CO/OI/VS 

OKBI  MT,  VI 

«-01-C-«0-MK. 

MMO.  — wan  MH    SM    a      «       «i.es3.ooo       um/n      n/m/n 

AOWDIUA.  N 

•2-01 -CHIO- WE . 

KKBin  KC      MS     «S  «  0866.000  U/29/V2  OS/OI/VS 

TCHCE.  n 

•t-m-c-00-sju. 

UntWMC  HMII  laTEMATIOML  tJU      <U      tS  «         049.7168.000  12/20/92  OS/OI/VS 

SM  JUM,  n 

92-01 -C-OO-UT. 

UMJSI  riElS  CJT      JHN      (S  S  (1,812.000  Ot/IS/93  M/01/93 

CRMD  JUKTION,  CO 

oe-m-c-oo-as. 

omiovaaB  lum  ttaa  obs    oa    n     19       tt,mir;sB      nrwn      euoi/9s 

AT  OKIMS.  00 


AIP-28 


1193 


«S  or  JMUUT      26.  WM 


WfUCATIOI  well 

umon/ 

UMTIOM 


trr. 


LOCIO    AM.  UVEL    VK         COUCaiOM  MTE  MTE 


K-41-C-OO-ajl. 


■Jl   TML   S3    7     S1.IB6.1W    01/1S/99    Ot/OI/VS 


«e-«1-C-«0-MF. 


ITM 


I.  a 


tt-«1-C-«0-M». 

«LiaaM-«un  counv 


«F     OB     tS         S        <M.OtS,M0        tl/Sd/VS        ot/oiyvs 


oj    ts      s         stw.eoo      ozAO/vs      cs/ei/vs 


fS-«1-C-«l>-MI. 

jAoaoi  imcauTioML 


KU      SS  2  t\.VU.BSi  02/10/99  OS/DI/n 


•2-01-*-*>-lTS. 

•oMMfkcaunT 


ns    tu    «s      2         tiio.soo      nn9/9i      e/ovn 


«S-«-«-«0-SJC. 

«■  JOK  incnuTioui 

SM  JOa,  CA 


sjc    JM    «3       2       w.zw.ew      n/B/n       os/oi/n 


VS-01-C-00-SJT. 

'  Mm*  nap 

0.  TX 


ut    us    n      »         un.Tii      n/n/n      es/oi/n 


fs-oi-e-oo-tux. 

tlOUr  MTBMT 

SIOUX  cm,  i« 


sue      m.      S3         1  «2M.«<S         09/12/93         cumffi 


92-01-C-O0-J1M. 

OUUTAIMM  COUNTY/ JAMESTOUH 

MMESTOUN.  NT 


JMW      jm      S3  4  S«3«.822  09/19/93  06/01/93 


95-01 -C-OO-IOT. 

■u  onoas  inamTioML/MOiSMT  hst    jm    ss       7      tnjm^sn 


03/19/99         06/01/93 


AIP-29 


1194 


AS  or  MMHunr     u.  WM 
MVLiGATioi  mamu 

AlVOn/  OHMWD  OWWWD         OHMI  ttt. 

lOOKTiai  UKIO    MK.  UVCl    m  COUKTIOI  MTC  Utl 

9S-m-c-ia-QU. 

maam  inaoMTioML  ges    jw    ts       r      tn.m.coa      as/s/vs       ot/«i/«s 


u(  >wntt  unBauTiowL  uw    aa    a       s     «uo.ew,OH      ant/n       n/m/vs 

UBMOBCt.  CK 

9s-«i-i-«e-aiT. 

onauo  inBMTioML  on    cu    a       s      c4f,ooo,«oe      a/tun       wm/n 

onMio,  o 

ran  umE  unedMnowL  hm    m.    a     zz      at.sa.«sr      o(/«5/vs      er/ovn 

rar  inmc.  w 

«s-oi-c-«o-eM. 

MTTOH  ■ea  (EGIOML  «W      JM     tS         «  S7.M7,a3S         Ot/IO/VS         oT/vt/n 

MnawK«a,  n 

iBfoD-jnacm  oauHTT  ura    oi    ts       2        si.OM.uz       ot/zvn       crm/n 


Mm  aousE  tcnoNLiTM.  RTM  ri  tn    «■    ts       2       «,ss2.2fe      w/zs/vs       u/ei/n 

MTW  KUBE.  U 
tS-«2-U-«0-»l. 

GviiM.  VI    MS    a       2         <sii.aM      o(/2i/n      «t/n/n 

smwFiEu.  a 

fZ-01  *C*00-OIX . 

MUGNTM  COUnr  MENOilM.  CM      TW.      O  3  *162.«a6         04/29/93  07/01/V3 

MMOCX.  Ml 

«s-oi-c-«e-«.i. 

wui—M  unoMiioML  «.i    JM    a       1  aM.«o      o(/»/«s      •r/m/fs 

KUIKMH.  W 


Aip-ao 


1195 


«S  or  MMIUT      36,  19W 

WMiokTiai  tuma 

utfon/  trttaiia  tmaia      caucc  irr. 

IflCKTIOM  lOCIO    Ml  UVEl     nS         OOUCCTIOit  MH  MR 

«s-«i-c-M>-ns. 

ainMOOunr  m     m    t3       5  ai27.tM       m/30/«3       «7/oiyw 

nATTSMM,  «T 


mnwn  roum  inBamiaML     mi    tu    ts       s      Mt,n7,«oi       v/w/n       ivoi/n 
fon  MiBtt.  n. 

ffS-«i-c-«>-nB. 

■■Bie  counr  na    lu    a       s  tn.«M      «/it/ts       M/n/«s 

laowaao.  w 

muMiMn*  inaMfioNH.  ml    ms    a       s      «M,29e.oao      tsrwn       «/m/n 

nUUBOMU,  M 

Munantu  m    ws    «s      12       M.iM.eM      is/i7/«s       m/tyn 

n-m-t-m-euL 

wuuR  t  futpttta  incHMTiewi.  cw    jni    ts       1  aj2.ooo      m/n/9S       m/mm 


n-m-c-m-ma. 

mumm-uai  inw  counr  oeciom  hd    no    ts       2  tts.MO      mm/n      m/tvn 


k^  MLU  inauHTiowi.  err    tu    ts       2  tisr.soo      «s/2S/«s       11/nyR 

iT  rtUS.  NT 


«-oi-e-«o-j*c. 

Mu  j«c    jM    ts       2       ti.oei.tas      »ns/n       ttmm 

fS-«1-C-«0-ttT. 

MHMOMna*  UT    m.    IS      2         tao.soo      «/aii/«s      «/«vi9 


AN>^ 


1196 


«S  or  JMUMT      26.  I9M 

WM.ic*Tiai  wni 

UKAXtm  tocio  m.  uvel  m       oouiaioM         batc  o»n 

ntaat  obi    *«    o       s        a.2M.i26       os/za/n       aa/ov«s 

I.  w 


■mnut  unL-oM.  T  Mcs  ria  m    ku    a      s        si.«K.<si       ot/ovn       e»/ev«s 


MHTT  waia  MMiciML  HH    m    tz      I       M.ia»,3M      oft/04AS       it/ovn 

lunia.  Tx 

fS*4Z-C-W-UtS. 

MC  OMMM  inoaATiaUL  LM      S«S      O         1         tM.S«.OM         OA/OT/VS  M/m/«Z 

us  «GGM.  m 
W-W-C-00-WT. 

uav  inadMTioML  m    om    a     sr      «k.2m,«m      OA/it/n       w/oi/«s 

Rin.  m 

«B-«i-c-ao<N. 

MnoM  eeunr  inEnuTioMM.  cm    m.    a       J  «o*.iu       06/u/w       w/m/«s 

fS-«1-C-«HCGE. 

■MU  CBUm  KSIOML  fSE      «■      tS         S  tS72,«W         Oi/IS/SS  W/OWS 

E«a£.  CO 
fl-CB^-OO-tJC. 

•M  ioK  inoaATioNM.  sjc    SAs    ts      2      tw,M5.oao      wwn      mmm 

SIM  JOK.  CA 

9S-01  -C-OO-WSII . 

OMC  aunr  tECIONAL-TIUU  riElO      not      us      a         S  <6.7««.000         06/22/9J  09/01/9J 

MDISOM.  WI 

■WT  m    as    a      •      fff.«n.fM      tuwn      ov/ovn 

1. 11 


1197 


«fn.ic«TiaM  mmn 

AlWORT/ 
IflMTIW 


M  or  MMUMT       26,   1«M 

tfMKWo  «i»towo      owM  frr. 

lOCIO    AM.  ICVCL     ras  CaXECTIOM  MTE  MTt 


n-oi-c-oo-oB. 

citowo  o'«Mf  mnnuTiaHM. 

cmokso.  II 

ISUWWOlIt  inOMTIOUL 
ISUIMMLIt.  H 


on    KLi    <s       «     <soo.«i8.2a5      tuzun       miwm 


t»    SM    a     u     mi7.sa.7M      tuttm      w/ti/vs 


fS-«1-l-«0-CCC. 

mum  ciwwn  couwt 
stutm.  vr 

ffS-01-€-«0-Ta. 

TOLBO  om 

TOUDO,  OM 


«a 


m    ts    ^   ^     tssi.ste      «/2a/«s      o»/oi/«s 


Ta    «■    n       3        si.7M.a«6      e6/29/«s       w/m/ra 


ts-oi-c-oo-tui. 
RIBMUi  leniAL 
MILCT.  ta 

;  riOD 


Mi    m.    ss       4  tias.ooo      mztm       m/m/n 


ntt    sts    o       7       si.wi.sn      crm/vi       m/pi/vs 


«s-fle-i-«o-m.. 

■MMXT  imBdMTIOML 
HIMSOI  UOB,  a 


m    oj    a       2      •u.oae.aeo      v/n/n       wn/9S 


inawTioMM. 
t,  n 


m    s»    s      «      <te,<M.7«9      m/vf/n       wm/n 


W-01-C-W-FK.. 

rati  oauiK-iovEuuB 

NUT  OeillK.  CO 


nn.      TM.     ts         3  S207.8S7        07/U/93         10AI1/«S 


«S-01-C-«0-1M. 
TMM  inOMSIONU. 


TM    JM    ss      «      n7.Mz.aoe      tarnfn       wnm 


AIP-33 


1198 


At  or  iMUMT      2t, 


«m.ic*Tiai 

MiratT/ 

bocATiai 


err. 


AM.  LEVEL    m  CaLLKTIOM  DATE  M1E 


fS-OZ- 1  -OO'OMI . 

Mn  COUMUt  INTERMATIIWU. 


ON    CAS    a       I      •tt.zn.s*      vttwn       ou«i/w 


«-«1-C-«0-LM. 

cmuLcnr 
iiM.  m 


«S-M-l-«HaD 
UMBO  im 
UMDO.  n 

MOnMS.  00 
n-M  -C-OO-CTS . 

E.  wr 


«S-01-C-00-KC. 
1U-CITIES 
MSOO.  IM 

ffS-m-i-oo-«Lw. 

UMiA  WLU  KCIOML 


maw       tr.3a.«a      er/zws       M/m/n 


UD    Ml    n     2D      tii.«o.«io      vnun       wn/n 


Nf J      «kS     a       IS  t1.«61.7«S         07/29/9S         1V«/«S 


en     KU     d        7  t7»2^1         07/3S/VS         11/m/n 


Kc    MS    a      I       ti.2M.ni      M/o/n       luti/n 


iHL    a     20       si,ur.2ao      eamm       iv«v9s 


fS-«1-<-O0HMI. 

HU^tMaet-OMEioA  oaum 


fS-01-I-00-CMk. 

cariAL  uiscaNsiM 

NKIMEE,  Ul 

n-01-c-oo-ea. 

MMOIKtOi  WTIOUL 
MUHKIOi.  OC,  Wk 


ni    jNi    a      2  sMr.201      oa/et/n       ii/m/«s 


CaM      KU      U        19  87,725.600  08/10/93  11/01/9S 


sa    SAs    a       7     •iM.TW.on       aa/M/«s       ii/«vfs 


AIP-34 


1199 


«S  or  MMMtT      °U.  t9K 

«m.ICkTiaM  MJMKR 

UVan/  OfMBWD  «PMmED        CMMIfrF. 

UMTtOi  UCIt    ML  mo.    m  OOLLECTIW  MH  MK 

«s-oi-cmo-M>. 

ncHOHBauu.  fw    oa    a      u        si.2oo.ks       oom*/*!       ivoiyn 

MOtO.  00 


■waoiiiH  ■rinoii  iirrino  n  iinr    mi    jm    a       «        <i.«R.aM       otnam       iwvn 


«s-«K-«o-m. 

tMMwucT  m    m.    fs      «  ttB.«i      tuvun      iv«vfls 


lu  maiMLiTMr  die    M    a     u      cs2.«m.m2      mmm       %%mm 

«s-«i-c-«o-oot. 

MOML  BHUB  L  UKM  OTBMATIO    OOC      JM      tS         M        SSn.aM.«Oe  OO/Mm  1V«Vfl 


11  01  c  00  ar. 

,1,1  mi  coMTT  OK    itt    cs      4  sTn.iB      mmtn      \\mm 

•UMIHO.  00 
ffS-«1-C-«0-tSf. 

•inviat  KGioML  asr    SM    ts       s        n.osr.on       os/so/m       ivows 

VIIMTiaO.  HO 

fS-«t-C-0»-JST. 

■tuoounr  jst    oa    »       5  oor.soo       vui\m       \\imm 

0,  M 

tS-01-C-OO-EUC. 

MNLOM  SWEET  FIEIO  BJS      Wl      SS  $  SJ.729.699         08/31/95  11/01/W 

GUCEME.  0* 
1S-01-C-00-LEK. 

IB    «u    SI     w      tu.sn.7vi      mnun      ii/ovfs 


UKUEioi.  n 


AIP-35 


1200 


«S  or  MMIMtT      26.  IfM 


AmiCATioM  tuma 
utran/ 

UCkTIOM 


lOCID    MO.  intL 


m       eouKTioa 


tfMovcD      autat  err. 

MTt  MTf 


«-az-<Hio-irD. 

OKATEI  ■OCOOn 
0.   II 


HM  HOtt/WM  larOMTIOML 


«Fo    no.    <s       9  S01.4S6      nnun       i2/oi/«s 


na    o      M        si,<7i.tM      m/w/vs "    u/ny«s 


fS-«l-C-«MMI. 

uimoi 

■.  CT 


m    jM    a      s       K.4M.4S0      w/MAS      tt/ovn 


wmi  ■Mii/iniMiiui  lamMTioi  mr    tM    «s 

WUEt-IMdKySCRMITai,  M 


«  «.SM,S«6        W/MA8         n/*1/«S 


fS-«-€-«B-ICO. 

inOMATIOMM. 


fs-01-c-w-rc*. 

•ilCtB  MK  laTDUMTIOMl 

niivcu.  m 

VS-01-C-40-CIC. 

oiido  nmana 
aiGo.  c* 

eouilM  KraomiTM 

OOUMWi.  Sk 


MOO      OJ     t3  1         t12,«57,e00         W/X/tS  «/OV«S 


Kk      JM     «S         «  tl.ZII.OM         W/29/VS         n/M/tS 


etc    m    a      4  vsr.*a      inmm      oi/oi/m 


CM    JM    n      2  «SM,<n      M/ei/n      myovM 


w-01-c-oo-ns. 

•C  CNEf  TTtOM 

noKviuf,  I* 


TTS      TMl      U  3  SS.M1.«1S  10/06/93  01/01/M 


«S-01-C-«OH«T. 

MonaETKimuu 


MtT    na    ts       •        »,«M,e5       iCi/N/«s       tvm/w 


AIP-36 


1201 


AS  or  MMJMT       26.  19M 
WfLICATIO*  MMKt 

utroK/  «mmED  awkned       oume  cff. 

laentmt  ucio  am.  uvei.   ras       couectiom  bate  mtc 

«S-«1-C-«>IA0. 

IMMIWrai  aUUES  inCWATIOHAL         IAD      tAS      C5         10        t1«9.?S2.990  1Q/ia/«S  01/D1/W 

IMSHUKTOM,  OC.  VA 

1S*ttHf-40-1UL. 

MM  imOBIATiOWL  TOt      «AS     O        10  W.Tir.BOO  WWTS  OZ/M/W 


«-«-C-«0-ICt. 

or  not  mt    n»    a       z  «iH,Jta       wi»/w       oi/ti/»* 

MKnUM,  MS 
fS4Bm-90<n. 

CMnmrcmuc-ALMmaic  cm    jm    si       i  WLSoo       io/20a5       ovoim 
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I^PARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

FACILmES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

For  necessary  cxpeose&,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  for  acquisition,  establishment,  and  improvement 
by  contract  or  puidiase,  and  hire  of  air  navigation  and  experimental  facilities  and  equipment  as  authorized  b>' 
the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended  (49  U.S.C.  Ap.  1301  et  seq ),  including  initial  acquisition  of 
necessar)'  sites  by  lease  or  grant;  engineering  and  service  testing  including  construction  of  test  facilities  and 
acquisition  Of  necessary  sites  by  lease  or  grant;  and  construction  and  fiimishing  of  quarters  and  related 
accoimnodations  (of]  for  ofiBcers  and  employees  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  stationed  at  remote 
localities  where  such  accommodations  are  not  available;  and  the  purchase,  lease,  or  transfer  of  aircraft  from 
funds  a\ailable  under  this  head;  to  be  derived  from  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund.  |S2, 120, 104,000] 
S2.269. 100.000,  of  which  ($1,922. 104,000)  $2,053,700,000  shall  remain  available  until  September  30, 
[1996]  1997,  and  of  which  ($198,000,000]  S215.400.000  shall  remain  a\-ailabte  untU  Sqrtember  30.  [1995] 
1996:  Provided.  That  there  may  be  credited  to  this  appropriation  funds  received  from  Stales,  counties, 
municipalities,  other  public  authorities,  and  private  sources,  for  expenses  incuned  in  the  estabUshment  and 
modeniization  of  air  na\igation  faciUties  (Deparrment  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Act,  1994;  additional  authorizing  legislation  to  be  proposed.) 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

FACILTTIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

Propram  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  code 
69-8107-0-7-402 

Program  byactiv-iucs;  FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

Direct  program:  Actual  Estimated  Estimate 

00.01      Air  Traffic  Control  Centers 160.455 177.574 26.883 

00.01      Engineering.  Development  Test  and  E\'aluation 567.944 456.055 500,436 

00.02      Airpon  Traffic  Control  Towers 343.528 438,276 58,194 

00.02     Procurement  and  Modernization  of  ATC  Facilities 

and  Equipment 595.578 832.299 1,227,950 

00.03      Flight  Service  Faciliues 36.557 28.405 5.699 

00.03      Procurement  and  Modernization  of  Non-ATC 

Faciliues  and  Equipment 55,030 129.003 149.555 

00.04      Air  Na\igaUon  Faciliues 120.715 102,221 18,760 

00.04      Mission  Support 198.192 261.019 271,436 

00.05      Housing.  Uulitics.  and  Miscellaneous  Facilities 173,389 128,000 13,504 

00.05      Personnel  and  Related  Costs 182,590 197,698 214,634 

00.06      Aircraft  and  Related  Equipment 40.940 14.184 1.332 

00.07     De\elopmenL  Test  and  E\-aluation  12.308 13.604 1.300 

00.08     Personnel  Compensation,  Benefits  and  Travel 3.517 1,662 317 

00.91      Total  Direct  Program 2.490.743 2.780.000 2,490.000 

01.01      Reimbursable  Program 28.%7 118.105 121.176 

10  00      Toul  Obligations 2.519.710 2.898.105  2.611,176 

Financing 

21.40     Unobligated  Balance  Available.  Stan  of  Year -1,980,858 -1,783,737  -1,123,841 

24.40     Unobligated  Balance  Available  End  of  Year 1.783,737 1.123,841 902.941 

25.00     Unobligated  Balance  Lapsing 8.078 

39.00      Budget  Authoritv  (gross) 2.330.667 2,238,209 2.390.276 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

Financing  and  Outlays  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  code 
69-8107-0-7-402 

FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

Actual  Estimate  Estimate 

Budget  Authorit\-: 

40.00      Appropriation 2,301,700 2,120.104 2,269,100 

Permanent: 

68.00     Spending  Authority  from  Offsetting  Collections 28,967 118,105 121,176 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00      Total  Obligations 2,519,710 2,898,105 2.611,176 

72.40      Obligated  Balance.  Stan  of  Year 2,362,223 2,671,184 3.428.033 

74.40      Obligated  Balance.  End  of  Year -2,671,184 -3.428,033 -3.814.971 

77.00     Adjustments  in  Expired  Accounts -15.41 1 

87.00      OuUays  (gross) 2,195,338 2,141,256 2.224,238 

Adjustments  to  Budget  Authorit>'  and  Outlays 

Deductions  for  Offsetting  G)llections: 

88.00      Federal  Funds -25.896 -105,586 -108,331 

88.40     Non-federal  Sources -3.071 -12,519 -12,845 

88.90     Toul.  Offsetting  Collections -28,967 -118,105 -121,176 

89.00      Budget  Authority  (net) 2.301,700 2,120.104 2.269.100 

90.00      Outlays  (net) 2.166.371 2.023.151 2.103.06: 

Total 


Nolc;  Ijnc  00.04.  Mission  Support  has  in  cslimaled  contingent  Uibilin  or $92  million  (present  tiluc)  associaled  vilb  Ibc  FAA's  long-tens 
lease  of  facilities  at  the  Mike  Moaroiie>'  Aeronautical  Center.  Oklahoma  Ci(>.  Oklahoma.  This  conungent  liabilii>  will  be  funded  through  tie 
account 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

Summarv'  of  Budget  Authorit>'  and  Outlays 

(in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  code 
69-8107-0-7-402 


FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

Actual  Estimate  Estimate 


Enacted/Request: 

Budget  Authority 2.301,700 2,120.104 2.269.100 

OuUays 2.166,371 2,023,151 2,103,062 

Rescission  Proposal: 

Budget  Authority -40,257 

Outlays -8,051 -9,662 

Total 

Budget  Authority 2,301,700 2,079,847 2,269,100 

OuUays 2,166.371 2.015.100 2.093.400 

The  proposed  funding  sustains  (he  cmrent  infrastructure  and  supports  the  FAA  plan  to  modernize  and 
improve  the  national  airspace  $)'Stem  In  particular,  funds  would  provide  for  significanl  progress  in 
developing  the  advanced  automation  s>'Stem,  designed  to  upgrade  air  trafQc  control  technology;  and  the  voice 
switching  and  control  system,  to  modernize  the  s>'stem's  outdated  cominunications  network. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

Ofaieci  Classification  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  code 
69-8107^-7-402 

Direct  obligations 

FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

Actual  Estimate  Estimate 

11.1  Full-time  permanent 102.205 112,078 115,885 

11.3  Otber  than  fiill-time  pennanent 1,305 1,430 1,480 

11.5  Other  personnel  compensation 7,045 7,726 7,988 

11.8  Special  personal  services  payments 142 156 161 

11.9  Total  personnel  compensation 110,697 121,390 125,514 

12.1  Personnel  benefits,  ci\Tljan 39,223 38.274 45,246 

21.0  Travel  and  transportation  of  persons 30,540 33,590 36,479 

22.0  Transportation  of  things 4,855 5,634 4,592 

23.2  Rental  pa>-ments  to  others 16,687 19,316 15,745 

23.3  Communications,  utilities,  and  other  rent 6,589 7,780 6,342 

24.0  Printing  and  reproduction 473 537 437 

25.1  Consulting  services — — — 

25.2  Other  Services 1,346,713 1,467,673 1,370,582 

26.0  Supplies  and  materials 36.411 42,387 34.551 

31.0  Equipment 603,139 700,465 570,963 

32.0  Lands  and  Structures 273.278 317.369 258.694 

41.0  Grants,  subsidies,  and  contributions 22.052 25.486 20.774 

42.0  Insurance  claims  and  indemnities 86 99 81 

99.0  Subtotal,  direct  obligations 2.490.743 2.780.000 2.490,000 

99.0  Reimbursable  obligations 28,%7 118,105 121,176 

99.9  Total  obligations 2,519,710 2,898,105 2,611,176 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVUTION  ADMINISTRATION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

Personnel  Summar) 


Identification  code 
69-8107-0-7-402 

FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

Actual  Estimate  Estimate 

Direct 

Total  Compensable  Work>'cars: 

Full-Time  Equivalent  Emplovment 2.170 2.300 2.300 

Full-Time  Equivalent  of  0\ertime  and  Holiday  Hours 100 100 100 

Reimbursable 

Total  Compensable  Workvears: 

Full-Time  Equivalent  EmpIo>inent 53 55 55 

Full-Time  Equivalent  ofOvertime  and  Holiday  Hours 4 4 4 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FAdLITEES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


Total 

EngiiMering.  Development,  Test,  and  Evaluation SS47,890,000 

Pnxurement  and  Modernization  of  Air  TrafBc  Control  Facilities  and  Equipment SI, 103,758,000 

Procuicnient  and  Modernization  of  Non-Air  Traffic  Control  Facilities  and  Equipment S126,S3S,0O0 

Facilities  and  Equipment  Mission  Support $273,517,000 

Personnel  and  Related  Expenses $215,400,000 

Total  FY  1995  Estimate $2,269,100,000 

GENERAL  JDSTinCATION 

The  funding  request  for  fiscal  year  1995  is  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration's 
comprehensive  plan  for  modernizing  and  improving  air  traffic  control  and  airway  bdlities  services.  The 
Facilities  and  Equipment  (F&E)  budget  request  contains  pn>iects  from  the  agency's  Capital  Investment  Plan 
(CIP)  that  are  required  to  update  and  maintain  America's  air  traffic  control  system.  The  requested  funding 
■would  finance  programs  which  would  enable  the  agency  to  support  the  President's  initiative  to  revitalize  the 
aviation  industry  and  enable  the  agency  to  support  Secretary  PeAa's  major  themes  to  accommodate  demands 
for  aviation  services,  and  at  the  same  tinK  mayimiTT!  operational  efficieiKy,  constrain  costs,  modernize 
automation  and  communication  technology  and  systems,  and  deal  with  aging  facilities.  Particular  emphasis 
is  placed  on  en  route  and  terminal  air  traffic  control,  as  well  as  including  satellite  navigation  and  landing 
systems,  flight  service  stations  and  weather  services,  conununications,  navaid  inspection  by  aircraA,  and 
auxiUaiy  services. 

The  FY  1995  F&E  request  supports  the  FAA's  effort  to  expand  the  capacity  of  the  airport  and  air  traffic 
systems  to  provide  more  direct  routings  while  accommodating  the  rate,  sequence,  and  speed  at  which  aircraA 
move  through  the  system.  At  the  same  time,  the  F&E  request  addresses  the  fact  that  many  of  the  FAA 
facilities  are  rapidly  aging  and  that  maintenance  and  operations  costs  are  rising.  The  conceptual  basis 
imderlying  both  the  CLP  and  the  F&E  request  is  that  safety,  capacity,  productivity,  and  economy  will  be 
chiefly  realized  through  higher  levels  of  capital  investment  in  automation  and  sateUite  technology,  the  limited 
consolidation  of  Polities,  and  the  application  of  rapidly  changing  and  lower  cost  technologies  in 
telecommunications.  The  agency's  primary  goal  is  to  provide  for  the  safe  and  efficient  use  of  the  naoon's 
airspace,  while  minimizing  constraints  on  its  use. 

The  following  sections  will  address  the  relationship  of  the  FY  1995  F&E  budget  request  to  the  aviation 
industry,  the  economy,  air  traffic  demand,  benefits  of  F&E  investment,  and  national  priorities.  Specifically, 
section  one  will  address  the  F&E  investment  and: 

-  Aviation  technology; 

-  Aviation  activity  levels  and  demand; 

-  The  magnitude  of  the  air  traffic  control  mission; 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

r AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


•  The  agency's  goals  and  their  link  to  users  and  industiy  benefits. 

Sections  two,  thiee,  and  four  of  the  general  justification  will  discuss  the  impact  of  the  agency's  capital 
invcstmcDt  on  the  aviation  indusU)'  and  the  importance  of  aviation  to  the  U.S.  economy,  demonstrate  the 
relationship  between  the  F&E  budget  to  major  administration  themes,  and  examine  the  impact  to  the  public 
and  the  aviation  industry  of  delaying  the  F&E  modernization  eCfort. 

SECTION  1:  OVERVIEW 

The  FAA's  F&E  projects  contribute  to  achieving  five  major  administration  themes:  strengthening 
transportation's  role  in  supporting  the  economy;  supporting  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system; 
strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  environmental  policy;  advancing  U.S.  transportation 
technology  and  expertise;  and  fostering  intermodalism.  The  portion  of  the  F&E  budget  that  supports  each  of 
these  major  administration  themes  is  shown  in  Figure  1-1. 


]  50/j  2%  Intermodalism 

Technology  ^^  1  ^^^    23%  Safety 


9% 
/  Environment 

5 1  %  Economi] 


FY  1995  F&E  Budget  Request  =  $2  269  Billion 


Figure  1-1  FY1995  F&E  Budget  Supports  Major  Administration  Themes 

By  providing  new  controller  automation  and  navigation  and  landing  aids,  the  F&E  program  will  help  to 
increase  the  capacity  of  the  national  airspace  system  (NAS)  so  that  aviation  can  keep  pace  with  and  foster 
economic  growth.  Air  trafiic  delay  reductions  will  not  only  decrease  airline  operating  costs  but  will  also  help 
to  protect  our  environment  by  decreasing  consumption  of  aviation  fuel  and  reducing  air  pollution  from 
aircraft  engine  emissions  Aviation  safety  will  be  improved  by  the  implementauon  of  new  weather 
information  products.   Increased  landing  aids  will  foster  intermodalism  by  reducing  the  number  of  canceled 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BIHJGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


or  diverted  flights  so  that  passengers  and  cargo  arrive  as  scheduled  to  link-up  with  other  modes  of 
transportation.  FAA's  NAS  modernization  program  will  help  to  ensure  that  the  U.S.  maintains  its  position  as 
the  world  leader  in  aviation  technology. 

The  FAA's  equipment  and  technology  sharpens  our  worldwide  competitive  edge  in  aviation  and  aviation 
technolog>-.  To  maintain  that  advantage,  and  to  encourage  imiovation  and  creativity,  additional  continuing 
investments  are  necessary  in  facilities  and  equipment.  The  FAA  is  leading  the  international  move  toward 
using  satellite  technology  to  reduce  the  dependence  on  ground  based  navigation,  commurtication.  and 
surveillance  systems  Technological  opportunities  for  U.S.  manufacturers  will  be  created  by  a  growing 
worldwide  demand  for  aeronautical  products  and  systems,  including:  systems  to  support  the  integration  of  the 
groimd  air  traffic  management  (ATM)  system,  communications  and  navigation  using  satellites  and  data  link, 
aircraft  automatic  dependent  surveillance,  weather  forecasting,  and  avionics  equipment 

In  addition,  investments  in  air  traffic  control  modernization  will  lessen  the  operating  costs  of  U.S  airlines 
which  have  suJEfered  unprecedented  financial  losses  in  recent  years.  Since  1989,  US  airlines  have  lost  over 
$8  billion  which  is  more  than  all  the  profits  made  by  the  airlines  in  the  preceding  44  years  There  are  several 
F&E  projects  that  are  expected  to  provide  substantial  fuel  sa\ings  and  crew  cost  savings  directly  to  the 
airlines  by  reducing  delays  in  terminal  areas  and  providing  more  user-preferred  flight  altitudes  and  routes.  In 
the  oceanic  area,  projects  such  as  oceanic  automation,  automatic  dependent  suneillance  and  satellite 
communications  are  expected  to  produce  significant  operating  cost  savings  to  carriers  through  reduced 
separation  standards  and  more  fuel  efficient  altitudes  and  routes.  In  terminal  areas,  projects  such  as  terminal 
air  traffic  control  automation  (TATCA)  and  precision  runway  monitors  are  e.xpected  to  increase  arrival 
capacities  and  thereby  reduce  delays.  F&E  projects  such  as  the  above  could  have  a  significant  impact  on 
restoring  economic  health  to  the  aviation  industry. 

Aviation  activity  is  expected  to  continue  to  grow  at  significant  rates  Forecasts  project  the  increasing 
contribution  of  international  aviation  activity.  While  domestic  passenger  enplanemenis  and  miles  flown  are 
forecasted  to  increase  52  and  56  percent,  respectively,  between  1993  and  2004,  international  passenger 
enplanemenis  and  miles  flown  are  forecasted  to  nearly  double  over  the  same  time  period  Total  hours  flown 
by  U.S.  commercial  earners  is  forecasted  to  increase  from  an  average  of  nearly  30.000  hours  a  day  to  over 
40,000  hours  a  day  over  the  same  period  By  2004.  over  800  million  passengers  will  enplane  each  year,  about 
2  million  passengers  a  da>  This  increase  in  aviation  activity  provides  the  US  with  an  opportunity  to 
enhance  its  technological  leadership  and  to  create  nev\  jobs. 

The  U.S.  supervised  airspace  is  14  percent  of  the  earth's  surface,  encompassing  not  only  the  land  mass  of  the 
US  (2.3%),  but  also  significant  portions  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans  (11.7%)  To  safely  and 
efficiently  provide  aviation  services  in  this  vast  area,  the  FAA  operates  and  maintains  a  network  of  more  than 
24,000  facilities  including  navigation,  landing  and  communications  equipment  The  FAA  also  provides  staff 
at  more  than  600  air  traffic  control  facilities  including  air  route  traffic  control  centers  (ARTCC),  terminal 
radar  approach  control  facilities  (TRACON).  air  traffic  conuol  towers  (ATCT),  and  flight  service  stations 
(FSS).  These  facilities  together  are  the  primary  components  of  the  NAS.  Through  the  projects  funded  by  the 
F&E  budget,  the  FAA  modermzes  and  upgrades  the  NAS.  to  ensure  that  the  mission  is  achieved  and  that 
aviation  continues  to  provide  the  platform  for  economic  growth. 

The  FAA  has  established  specific  goals  to  improve  safety,  increase  capacity  and  efficiency,  and  improvx 
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operations  which  are  listed  below. 

•  Reduce  civil  aviation  fatality  rate  by  at  least  10  percent  by  2000; 

•  Reduce  the  number  of  accidents  attributable  to  weather  by  20  percent  by  2000, 

•  Reduce  weather-related  delay  costs  by  15  percent  by  2005, 

•  -  Ensure  that  system  capacity  will  meet  demand; 

•  Provide  more  user  preferred  routes  and  altitudes  to  minimize  aircraft  operating  costs; 

•  Reduce  airport  runway  incursions  by  80  percent  by  2005; 

•  Accommodate  a  projected  doubling  of  oceanic  air  traffic  demand  by  2010. 

SECTION  2:  IMPORTANCE  OF  AVIATION  TO  THE  U.S.  ECONOMY 

The  role  of  a\iauon  in  contributing  to  the  health  of  the  U.S.  economy  is  well  documented.  The  FAA's  F&E 
program  enhances  the  infrastructure  required  for  a\iation  growth.  F&E  spending  also  creates  high  skill 
professional  and  technical  jobs  and  increases  economic  activity.  This  section  demonstrates  these  relationships 
and  highlights  the  importance  of  asiation  to  the  continued  growth  of  the  economy  ' 

F&E  expenditures  of  $1.88  billion  in  FY  1992  supported  infrastructure  improvements  in  air  navigation,  flight 
serxice,  centers  and  towers,  and  related  support  items.  As  shoun  in  Figure  2-1,  these  expenditures  generated 
almost  68,000  jobs  Of  these  jobs,  20,700  are  considered  "direct"  jobs,  which  include  FAA  employees  who 
develop  and  manage  the  F&E  program,  contractor  engineering  support,  and  the  employees  hired  b> 
equipment  manufacturers  and  construction  firms  throughout  the  country  to  design,  manufacture,  build,  and 
install  the  purchased  equipment,  s>stems.  and  facilities  About  47,000  additional  jobs  were  created  by  these 
direct  employees  spending  their  paychecks  in  their  local  communities.  Including  these  "multiplier  effects", 
the  $1.88  billion  in  F&E  e.xpenditurcs  generated  $5.73  billion  in  economic  output 


The  dau  proMded  in  Section  2  is  excerpted  from  a  stud\  entitled  The  Economic  Impact  of  Civil  Aviation  on  the  U.S  Economy",  April  1993. 
by  Wilbur  Smith  As&oaales 
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Figure  2-1  F&E  Spending  Supports  Aviation  Infrastructure 

PrimariK,  however,  these  F&E  e.vpenditures  provide  for  iniprovcntents  lo  the  air  traffic  control  infrastructure 
that  supports  the  forecasted  growth  in  aviation  activit>-.  As  shown  by  the  four  charts  on  the  right  of  Figure  2- 
1,  aviation  acli\ir>  is  expected  lo  increase  significantly  from  1992  through  the  year  2004.  For  example, 
instrument  operations  will  increase  from  about  45.6  million  in  1992  to  over  58  million  in  2004,  an  increase  of 
almost  30  percent.,  Enplanements  will  increase  over  those  12  years  from  approximately  504  million  to  808 
million,  an  increase  of  60  percent.  Airborne  hours  and  numbers  of  large  jets,  as  shov*-n  in  the  bottom  tv*o 
charts,  will  increase  48  and  37  percent  respectively.  (For  additional  forecast  information,  please  sec  the 
National  Aviation  System  Activity  forecast  which  follows  the  general  justification.) 

Figure  2-2  shows  the  total  impact  of  civil  aviation  activity  on  the  U.S.  economy.  This  assessment  is  based  on 
1991  information,  and  includes  "multiplier  effects"  based  on  the  Department  of  Commerce  Input/Outpui 
Model  Commercial  aviation,  including  airlines,  air  cargo,  air  commuter,  passenger  e.vpenditures. 
coiiunercial  aircraft  manufacturing,  and  commercial  service  airports,  generated  over  93  percent  of  aviation's 
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total  economic  impact.  The  remaining  7  percent  is  created  by  general  aviation,  which  includes  air  taxi, 
corporate  and  private  aviation,  helicopters,  general  aviation  airports,  flight  schools,  fixed  base  operators, 
passenger  services,  and  general  aviation  manufacturing.  Although  general  aviauoo  seems  small  in 
comparison  to  commercial  aviation,  it  is  still  a  major  industry  that  generates  over  500,000  jobs  and  more  than 
S4S  billion  in  economic  activity. 
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Figure  2-2  Aviation  Has  Broad  Impacts 

Including  multiplier  eETects.  in  1991.  civil  aviation  provided  8  5  million  jobs  with  total  earnings  of  $207 
billion,  and  a  total  annual  economic  activitv  of  almost  S700  billion.  This  equates  to  appro\jmaiel>  a  6% 
contnbution  to  the  Gross  National  Product  (GNP)  in  1991.  This  economic  activitv  involves  not  onlv  the 
transportation  industr>.  but  also  38  additional  standard  industrial  classification  (SIC)  industries,  including 
lodging,  food  services,  real  estate,  and  construction.  The  printer  who  prints  the  airline  schedule  and  the  steel 
worker  whose  steel  is  used  in  the  aircraft  and  in  the  airport  rental  car  are  also  affected  bv  aviation.  Virtually 
every  industry  benefits  firom  aviation  provision  and/or  aviation  use. 

The  aviation-related  industries  are  comprised  of  several  sectors.  These  are  shown  in  Figure  2-3,  vthich 
reflects  the  portion  of  jobs  attributable  to  each.  Almost  60  percent  of  the  jobs  provide  goods  and  services  to 
air  passengers,  including  for  example,  hotel,  restaurant  and  car  rental  employees  Almost  300,000  jobs  are 
created  by  the  travel  industry,  which  is  an  industry  that  depends  heavily  for  its  existence  on  air  travel  The 
airlines  and  general  aviation  provide  almost  1.7  million  jobs  while  airports  and  facihues  provide  almost 
600,000  jobs  The  aircraft  and  parts  manufacturing  sector  creates  almost  900,000  jobs  An  additional  60.000 
jobs  are  created  in  other  services,  including  medical  examinations,  training,  and  pilot  certification. 
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Figure  2-3  Aviation  Means  Jobs 

Figure  2-4  shov\s  the  portion  of  economic  acti\it>  attributed  to  each  sector  of  the  aviation  industi>.  More 
than  half  of  the  economic  activity  is  attributed  to  passenger  expenditures  on,  for  example,  hotels,  rental  cars, 
restaurants,  and  entertairunent.  The  airlines  and  general  aviation  produce  22  percent  of  aviation's  economic 
activity,  while  aircraft  manufacturing  accounts  for  17  percent.  FAA's  F&E  expenditures  are  counted  within 
the  airports  and  facilities  sector,  which  generates  7  percent  of  aviation's  economic  activity 
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Figure  2-4  Aviation  Generates  Economic  Activity 

CK'erall.  ci\il  a\iatJon  is  a  major  contiibulor  to  national  output,  and  its  role  is  expected  to  continue  groning 
throughout  the  I990's  and  into  the  21st  centur>  Estimates  in  constant  1991  dollars  of  the  total  axiatioo 
impacts  in  the  year  2000  may  approach: 

•  SS68.2  billion  in  economic  activity,  an  increase  of  25  percent  over  1991  le\'els. 

•  $226.2  billion  in  earnings,  and  generate. 

•  9.3  million  jobs,  a  10  percent  increase  over  1991  le\cls. 

However,  all  of  the  current  aviation-related  economic  activity,  and  its  anticipated  groulh  into  the  21st 
century,  is  heavily  dependent  on  the  continued  safe  operation  and  enhancement  of  the  nation's  air  traffic 
control  system.  Continued  investment  in  FAA's  F&E  program  is  necessary  to  support  this  \ital  part  of  the 
nation's  economy. 

SECTION  3:  F&E  RELATIONSHIP  TO  MAJOR  ADMINISTRATION  THEMES 

The  FAA's  F&E  investments  support  all  major  administration  themes,  as  well  as  other  administration  policy 
objectives   The  relationship  of  specific  F&E  projects  to  each  theme  is  described  below. 
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Strengthening  Transportation's  Role  in  Supporting  the  Economy 

When  fully  implemented,  current  F&E  projects  will  help  the  airlines  to  realize  fiiel  and  other  direct  operating 
cost  savings  via  shorter  flight  routes  and  decreased  delay  For  planned  projects  from  1993  on,  air  carriers  are 
estimated  to  save  nearly  38  billion  gallons  of  fuel  and  over  32  million  aircraft  hours.  These  direct  operating 
cost  savings,  equate  to  over  $60  billion  dollars  through  2025,  or  on  average  nearly  $2  biUion  annually  - 
nearly  enough  to  cover  the  airlines  total  losses  for  1992.  Modem  automation  systems  are  needed  to  safely 
implement  new  air  traffic  control  procedures  that  reduce  ftiel  consumption  and  other  airline  operating  costs. 
These  cost  savings  are  of  vital  importance  to  restoring  the  health  of  the  domestic  airline  industry. 

Staggering  losses  in  the  airline  industry  have  forced  cancellation  of  new  aircraft  orders.  These  cancellations 
have  had  a  severe  effect  on  our  domestic  aircraft  manufacturing  industry.  The  economic  health  of  this 
industry  is  important  to  both  the  U.S.  domestic  economy  and  the  U.S.  balance  of  payments.  Merchandise 
exports  of  civilian  aircraft,  engines,  and  parts  totaled  more  than  8  percent  of  total  U.S.  exports  in  1992.  F&E 
projects  will  help  to  reduce  airline  operating  costs,  thereby  helping  the  airlines  return  to  profitable  status  and, 
in  turn,  aiding  in  the  recover)'  of  the  aircraft  manufacturing  industry. 

The  air  transportation  system  is  vital  to  the  U.S.  economy  in  terms  of  transporting  tourists,  business  travelers, 
and  cargo.  NAS  system  capacity  growth  must  keep  pace  with  economic  growth  to  meet  conunerce  travel 
needs.  Air  carrier  aircraft  operations  are  forecast  to  increase  at  an  aimual  rate  of  2.2  percent  during  the  12 
year  period  1992-2004,  and  total  instrtmient  and  instrtmient  flight  rule  (IFR)  aircraft  handled  are  both 
forecast  to  increase  at  a  2  percent  average  aiuiual  growth  rate  over  the  same  time  period.  Of  the  top  100 
airports  in  the  United  States,  23  exceeded  20,000  hours  of  flight  delays  in  1990.  If  capacity  is  not  increased 
to  meet  increased  traffic,  the  number  of  airports  exceeding  20,000  hours  of  delay  is  projected  to  increase  to  40 
by  the  year  2000.  F&E  investments  in  new  automation,  surveillance,  landing,  navigation  aids,  and  associated 
facility  expansions  and  modernization  will  increa";;  airport  capacity  with  existing  rtinway  resources  and 
improve  en  route  airspace  routings. 

In  addition,  the  FAA  must  invest  in  the  necessary  infrastructure  to  support  local  airport  improvement 
projects  For  example,  the  F&E  program  will  have  provided  over  $206  million  for  air  traffic  control, 
surveillance,  navigation  and  landing  equipment  requirements  for  tlie  Dallas  Ft.  Worth  Meiroplex.  Currently, 
18  of  the  23  dela> -problem  airports  are  in  the  process  of  constructing  or  planning  for  the  construction  of  new 
runways  or  extensions  to  existing  runways.  The  F&E  program  provides  the  new  navigation,  landing,  and 
lighting  systems  and  FAA  facility  expansions  needed  to  operate  these  new  runways  The  F&E  program 
invests  in  the  infrastructure  improvements  and  new  technologies  to  ensure  that  added  demand  for  airspace 
and  airport  capacity  is  met  efficiently. 

Supporting  the  Safety  of  our  Transportation  System 

The  US.  air  traffic  control  system  is  the  safest  in  the  world.  F&E  projects  will  ensure  that  growth  in  aviation 
demand  is  met  without  compromising  safety.  To  improve  on  our  safetv  record,  new  technologies  have 
emerged  that  provide  controllers  and  pilots  with  better  information  regarding,  for  example,  weather 
phenomenon  such  as  wind  shear  and  microbursts.  Currently  planned  F&E  projects  are  expected  to  prevent 
the  loss  of  over  6,500  lives  and  over  9,000  injuries  through  the  year  2025. 
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The  FAA  musl  also  invest  to  ensure  the  safet>'  and  securit)'  of  its  workforce  FAA  facilities  are  aging,  with 
many  facilities  between  20-40  years  old  Investment  is  needed  to  ensure  that  these  facilities  meet 
Occupational  Safet>  and  Health  Administration  and  Environmental  Protection  Agencj  regulations.  A  major 
expense  is  continued  efforts  of  asbestos  abatement  Of  the  436  FAA  Air  Traffic  Control  Towers,  Asbestos 
Inspection  Reports  have  been  completed  for  169  towers.  These  reports  found  that  11.8  percent  of  those 
towers  suneyed  required  immediate  priority  action  to  minimize  the  potential  health  and  safety  threat  to  FAA 
employees  An  addiuonal  17.2  percent  of  towers  require  high  priority  action.  Federal  regulations  dictate  that 
improvements  to  FAA  facilities  be  made  if  these  facilities  are  to  remain  operational. 

Investments  must  also  be  made  to  replace  those  facilities  for  which  air  traffic  grouth  can  no  longer  be 
handled  by  the  existing  facilities.  To  maintain  safety,  new  tov^ers  must  be  built  when  construction  on 
airports,  such  as  new  terminals  and  hangars,  causes  restricted  views  in  the  tower. 

Streogtbeoing  the  linkage  between  TransportatioD  and  En>ironmeDtal  policy 

To  ensure  ATC  service  availability,  the  FAA  maintains  engine  generators  to  generate  power  in  the  event  of  a 
pouer  outage  Cunently,  the  FAA  maintains  over  3000  imderground  tank  sites  primarily  for  petroleum  ftjels 
to  power  these  engine  generators.  The  1984  Resource  Conservation  and  Recover)  Act  as  well  as  more 
stringent  State  laws,  regulate  the  leak  detection  and  corrosion  and  overfill  protection  standards  of  these  tanks 
Under  the  Federal  Facility  Compliance  Act,  the  Federal  Government  must  comply  with  these  regulations. 
F&E  funding  is  required  to  bring  tanks  into  compliance,  so  that  they  can  continue  to  be  operated,  and  therein, 
ensure  that  air  traffic  control  service  is  pro\ided  during  cortrniercial  power  outages  By  taking  the  necessary 
precautions  to  prevent  fuel  from  contaminating  ground  water,  these  tank  upgrades  ensure  that  the  quality  and 
safety  of  the  nation's  W3ter  supply  is  not  put  at  risk. 

F&E  funds  are  also  needed  to  ensure  that  the  FAA  complies  with  all  laws  and  regulations  regarding 
hazardous  materials  to  ensure  that  those  materials  used  in  air  traffic  control  equipment  and  facilities  are 
safely  and  properly  disposed,  and  do  not  harm  our  environment. 

More  ftiel  efficient  routes,  increased  granting  of  user  preferred  trajectories  and  altitudes,  increased  system 
capacity,  and  decreased  delays  realized  through  the  implementation  of  currently  planned  F&E  projects  are 
estimated  to  save  the  user  conununity  more  tlian  39  billion  gallons  of  aviation  fuel  through  2025  These 
savings  will  significantly  contribute  toward  conserving  our  limited  national  resources,  will  lessen  U.S 
dependence  on  foreign  oil,  and  reduce  air  pollution. 

Advancing  U.S.  Transportation  Techoology  and  Expertise 

The  US.  air  traffic  control  system  is  the  most  technologically  advanced  and  sophisticated  in  the  world 
Inv  esimeni  is  needed  to  replace  outdated  portions  of  the  sy  stem  with  modem  technologies  to  ensure  that  our 
system  continues  to  be  the  world's  best.  The  NAS  must  also  utilize  the  latest  navigation,  communication,  and 
landing  systems,  such  as  satellite  systems,  to  ensure  that  our  airlines  obtain  those  cost-savings  available  with 
modem  technology .  For  example,  use  of  global  navigation  satellite  systems  will  enable  precision  approaches 
nationwide  without  the  exiensive  groimd  equipment  required  by  today's  systems,  and  it  offers  the  potential  to 
reduce  aircraft  avionics  costs  via  provision  of  navigation  and  approach  capabilities  in  one  system 
Investments  in  these  technologies  will  assure  our  airlines,  aircraft  manufacturers,  and  domestic  systems 
manufacturers  that  they  can  compete  in  the  inteniational  market  and  continue  to  lead  the  world  in  aviation 
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In  order  to  maintain  our  technological  leadership  in  air  traffic  control  while  maintaining  safet>'  as  s>siem 
demand  grows,  the  new  communicaiion  and  automation  systems  will  be  state  of  the  art  with  an  extremely 
high  degree  of  availability  The  Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS)  will  provide  automatic  reconfiguration 
capabilities  to  better  meet  real-time  user  demand  and  permit  increased  granting  of  user  preferred  trajectories 
and  altitudes  The  new  voice  switch  which  supports  AAS  in  the  en  route  centers,  called  the  Voice  Switching 
and  Conuol  System  (VSCS),  will  have  an  availability  of  seven  9's  In  other  words,  the  switch  can  only  be 
inoperable  for  3  seconds  a  year.  Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation  (TATCA)  is  cutting  edge 
technolog)  which  uses  detailed  aircraft  aerodynamic  modeling  married  with  artificial  intelligence  to  model 
controller  and  pilot  intent.  This  system  will  provide  ad%isories  directly  to  controllers  to  assist  them  in 
optimizing  traffic  (low  management,  and  uses  an  architecture  based  on  the  latest  workstation  technologies 
Aeronautical  data-link  will  advance  the  state-of-the-art  in  air-to-ground  communications  through  a  seamless 
communicalions  siructtire  that  is  interoperable  with  satellite.  Mode  S,  and  VHF  technologies. 

Surveillance  data  rate  and  radar  and  display  accuracy  improvements  will  enable  simultaneous  parallel 
approaches  under  instrument  weather  conditions  to  runways  spaced  more  closely  together  than  is  permitted 
today  through  the  use  of  Precision  Runway  Monitors  This  system  includes  the  use  of  elecuomc  scan 
technology  to  improve  the  radar  update  rate  to  once  ever>  0  5  seconds  compared  to  the  4  8  second  update  rate 
of  conventional  airpon  surveillance  radars.  This  system  lays  the  foundation  for  future  implementation  of 
triple  and  quadruple  simultaneous  approaches  which  will  greatly  increase  an  airport's  capacity  in  the  absence 
of  in&asiructure  expansion. 

State-of-the-art  weather  products  will  identic  the  timing  and  location  of  weather  hazards  with  a  high  degree 
of  precision,  facilitating  both  delay  savings  and  increased  safety  The  Aviation  Weather  Products  Generator 
(AWPG)  will  provide  cont/ollers  in  the  en  route  centers  with  4-dimensional  weather  information  (3 
dimensional  plus  time),  and  enable  better  descriptions  of  both  current  state  and  forecasted  weather  conditions. 
In  the  terminal  area,  the  Integrated  Terminal  Weather  System  (ITWS)  will  integrate  multiple  terminal 
weather  products  and  provide  a  imified  picture  of  real-time  weather  information  for  controllers.  In  addition, 
ITWS  will  automatically  resolve  potentially  conflicting  data  from  multiple  weather  information  sources 

Fostering  Intcrmodalism 

The  air  uaffic  control  system  is  a  pivotal  link  between  multiple  passenger  and  cargo  transportation  modes 
F&E  improvements  to  precision  landing  capabilities  will  help  to  decrease  the  number  of  canceled  and 
diverted  flights  during  instrument  meteorological  conditions,  thus  helping  to  ensure  that  passengers  and 
cargo  amve  at  their  intended  destination  where  other  established  transportation  links  are  waiting  to  transfer 
goods  and  people  to  their  final  destinations. 

As  discussed  previously,  the  F&E  plan  projects  will  make  a  significant  contribution  to  reducing  aircraft 
delays  Delay  reductions  will  help  passengers  and  cargo  remain  on  schedule  to  meet  their  plaimed  deparmre 
time  on  the  next  mode  of  transportation. 

As  shown  b)  the  above  examples.  F&E  projects  improve  current  services  or  provide  new  capabilities 
which  will  enable  cost  reductions  for  both  users  and  the  FAA  The  benefits  from  these  investments 
contribute  to  achieving  major  administration  themes.  E.xamples  of  specific  F&E  project  contributions  to  these 
major  administration  themes  and  attendant  user  benefits  are  presented  in  Table  3-1 
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Project 

Feature 

Benefits 

M^jor  Administration 
Themes 

1 

c 

E 

c 

1 

> 

c 

U 

1 

e 
e 

X 

t 

1 

*• 

En  Route  Projects 

KfSvzaota  AutonudOD  Sy^rm 

•improved  lynem  effioeocy  vu  mcfcaxcd  user  preferred 

tnjtxtona  and  •Jliludes 
•RrpUcES  obsoleie  luioiMiioo  equxprneot 

•Reduce  UsfT  Optrafing  Cosu 
•Reduce  Rigbi  Oelayi 
•increased  User  PrefeTred  Trajedones  and 
Altitudes 

• 

• 

• 

OcEifljc  Auiomaiioo  System 

*OecTTued  oomuc  cqjaraiiOD  OaodATds 

•Reduce  User  Operana*  Cons 
•Reduce  Rigbi  Dclayi 

AJiiiwJe? 

• 

TermiDal  Pro 

ects 

DFW  Meiroplcji 

•s<rTvjoe  (orecasied  air  traffic  grwib  m  ibe  Dallas-R.  Wonb 

•Reduce  User  Operating  Costs 
•Reduce  Fli^i  Delayi 
•Reponal  EcooomK  Growth 

• 

• 

\rCT/TRACOH 

ModmuZAiioo/  Replaccmrai 

•RepUoe  ctaolrtc  «vironmenuJ  eqiupmeoi.  aguig  bcUjiio 
*Rfmc7vc  bcibty  cpaoe  coostraiDU 

•Prwide  spaa  tor  jrcrwb 
•Modenuze  enviroameotal  tystems 
•Rrisovc  EnvnomDenial  Hazards 

• 

• 

renmnil  Air  Traffic  Control 

^UIOmAItOD 

•Prunde  itmun*]  aircrafl  cpacukg  •uiom*i»oo 

•Reduce  Utrr  Openiinc  Co«s 
•Reduce  FliAbt  [>elays 
•increase  effiococy  of  tcrmuia]  aircraft 
operaiKias 

• 

• 

Airpon  Surtace  Deteatoo 
BquipineBl,'  Mcrvemeoi  Area 
SAlety  Syvtfw /SurUa  Traffic 
Automat  los 

•PrcivHje  ruBwiy  incumoo  lodtcalori 
•ProvKJe  coBfljo  »Jcn  (or  airpon  «urt»cr 

•increased  rvnway  departure  capaary 
•impiwcd  airpon  ^ery 

• 

• 

• 

Flight  Serrke/Weatber  Projects 

^erouutual  Data  Link 

■improve  aiT-io-grouod  commiuuaiioas 

•Reduce  ControUer/PiJoi  worUoad 
•increased  effioeocy/safery 
•increased  opaoiy  ibrou^  error-free 
coausunicaiioDs 

• 

• 

• 

• 

System 

■  !(npro>.Nj;mor«  liDwIy  »«atb«r  4&fonnktioD 

•increased  lermmal  capacity 
•Manpower  n^iop 

d 

s 

e 

Iniegrated  Tenmiul  Ueaibci 
SvneiD 

•provide  micgr^led  timety  weaiber  prtMJucts  m  (enmiul 
environment 

•Decreased  termmaJ  delays 
•improved  saferx 

• 

• 

• 

AvuitoB  Weatbcr  Products 
Georrator 

•  Provide  iDiegraied  user  weaiber  grapbxa  and  forecasi 
products  to  en  rouie  envxronmeni 

•  Decreased  en  route  delays 

•  Improved  aSery 

• 

• 

• 

Ground-to-Air  Projects 

LoQf  Kufc  RacUt 

•Replace  otaolete  toii|  raofe  radan 

•Lcwer  mamieaaoce/cvippon  cobu 
•improved  talery 

# 

Scxi  GcDcraiioo  Weaib«r  Ridar 

•Provide  timety.  aocurate.  and  detailed  ATC  weather  dau 

•impriTved  mpui  lo  AAS 

•increased  »feTy 

•increase  fuel  rt&oetkcy  trom  improved 

veaiber  dau 

• 

• 

• 

remuia]  Doppier  Wealber  Radv 

•ProvKle  (tmely  and  accurate  wiodsbear  ilau 

•increased  alet) 
conditions 

• 

• 

• 
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Project 

Feature 

Benefits 

Nfjuor  Adminisimiofi 
rbemes 

r 

c 

t 

m 
i/1 

c 
B 
I 

C 

£2 

1 

C 

1 

m 

1 
i 

e 

Ground-to-Air  Projects  (ContiauH)                                                                      | 

Slabal  Navi^Mra  SueUitc 
Synem 

•  Replwe  HtBC  eq»upta«'  (VOR/OME.  NDB)  wHh 
okoderD  ccdmoloor 

Mvypitoo  «ywetlB 

*  Precise  pociliotimf  umJ  time  meatwetDcot 

*  pMCOlial  reduaiOD  urcnA  mooKs  cost  ni 

cipjtoUities  ID  ooe  fjrnen 

m 

• 

•  • 

f reonoD  Lxndiai  ^rRems 

'Prowte  more  precsioo  approacbes  la  US 

*RrpUoe  »pDi  equipment 

•Poteaiikl  mans  to  devi^  ILS  Frequency  contcflioa 

•Oecreued  Ocliyi 
•S«vefuel 

cuived  MpipflMcttci 

• 

• 

• 

• 

lnterfacUt>-  Comtnunicatioos  Projects                                                                     I 

Rjdio  Comrol  Bqu^mni 

*R«pUoe  otMoiete  ndncDolrol  equipmeoi  (VFSS  vkI 

It^ymg  contTol  er^mpmrot) 

■Reduce  muaieuoce  covts 

'Improve  operaliOEuJ  perfomunoe 

• 

floultnt  koa  Circuil  RoloraJ 

*Pn7VKlc  auiomAiic  naomtoa  utd  re-rouiut( 
oommunjcaiioitf  opabibty 

*Ssfrfy  tad  Delay  beoefru  (rom  Usier  UuJi 

deteauD  A  rcaor«l 
*Poieniul  Leased  Comm  nvwfcs 

• 

Mainteoance  and  Operations  Projects                                                                    | 

iynnn 

*PrevR)e  toon  (tffiely  laull  momtonng  ud  equtpmeoi  EUiut 
okformatioo 

'Decreased  maiateaaiux  cdsu 

• 

AKTCC  PUot  Modeniizaiioo 

*Modemizf  a|ed  pUni  uul  flrumircs 

*EDcr£y  ooiuervaiioo 

•  Ehminaiioo  of  eoviroomeotal  bazards 

# 

• 

# 

Fuel  Storage 

•EavuxfoiDcotal  Uw  compUaooe 
'Impnrve  eovirotuDeot 

• 

^TCT  Stlety  Upgndes 

*Bna£  ATC  lo*er  babtiex  laio  complu&ce  wttb  OSHA 
af ety  aasduxls 

•imprrjvT  *ortplaoe  tmlety 

• 

\iiasfl  Fleet  ModenuzilioD 

'Provide  urcrmfl  eqiuptoeoi  Deeded  lo  meet  fli^i  Lcspcatoo 
needs 

*Upgrad<r  avioiijcs  to  new  lectmoloo^ 
'Reduce  oose  poUulioo 
'ProiBoie  (unely  implemeoLalioo  of  new 
nsvijtaiioD  aids 

# 

# 

• 

Computer  ResDuroet  Nucleus 

*  Prondc  uufonn.  Afcocy-wtde  oompui  to^  resource 

A£>P  resource 
'locrease  productivity  of  programs  and 

persoooel 
•Reduce  procureiDcoi  trequeocy  AOP 

equiprseoi 

• 

\vu(ion  S*!ety  Aoaiyiis  Sywem 

*PrcTvide  natle  nfery  reliicd  i&formaiioo  dau  nructure 

•improved  aooesi  to  more  reliable  aod  lunely 
oendicaiioD  a»d  afefy  informal  too  data 

• 

Table  3-1  BeDeHts  of  F&E  Investments  and  Contribution  to  Major  Administration  Themes 

Other  Administration  Policy  Objectives 

Support  for  Defense  Conversion:  The  FAA  will  procure  facilities  and  equipment  to  conven  closing  militar\ 
airfields  and  airspace  to  FAA  control.  Those  airfields,  which  have  a  local  sponsor  and  meet  FAA  Airway 
Planning  Standard  U\  establishment  criteria,  will  be  converted  (o  civilian  airports;  adding  needed  landing 
capacity  to  many  communities.  In  addition,  the  FAA  will  assume  air  trafific  control  responsibility  for  airspace 
currently  controlled  by  military  personnel.  F&E  funding  will  be  used  to  equip  and  upgrade  those  base 
facilities  so  that  they  can  be  logistically  supported  by  the  FAA. 
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Transponalion  Services  to  Rural  Areas  FAA  invesunents  in  satellite  technolo©  will  support  increased 
services  including  service  to  niral  areas  For  example,  the  Global  Navigation  Satellite  System  (GNSS)  will 
proxide  for  lower  operating  nunima  on  approaches  to  airports  that  currently  have  limited  navigation 
guidance.  GNSS-based  approaches  could  provide  access  to  the  over  4000  U.S.  runways  which  are  long 
enough  to  accommodate  transport  aircraft  but  do  not  have  instrument  landing  facilities 

SECTION  4:  CURRENT  SYSTEM  LIMITATIONS  AND  THE  NATIONAL  IMPACT  OF  PROGRAM 
DELAYS 

This  section  provides  an  overview  of  the  limitations  of  the  current  US  air  traffic  control  system  and  the  cost 
of  delays  in  the  F&E  modermzation  program  to  the  public  and  to  the  aviation  industr>. 

Although  many  of  the  aged  systems  in  the  NAS  are  in  the  process  of  being  replaced,  continuing  infrastructure 
investmeni  is  needed  For  example,  en  route  automation  equipment  is  sull  primarily  comprised  of  equipment 
datine  back  to  1950  and  1960  technologv.  such  as  the  WECO-300  communication  switching  equipment  the 
controller's  displa),  and  computer  display  channel,  which  is  the  primary  means  to  distribute  data  from  the 
Host  radar  tracking  processor  to  the  radar  controller  displays. 

Sustained  support  of  older  systems  results  in  sigiuficanilv  higher  costs  for  providing  continued  service  The 
older  systems  consist  of  obsolete  units  and  the  ability  to  continue  supply  support  is  impaired.  Equipment  such 
as  the  plan  view  displav  (PVD),  which  is  used  with  the  computer  display  channel  (CDC)  and  the  computer 
update  equipment  (CUE)  at  the  en  route  centers,  are  twenty  years  old  and  have  some  obsolete  piece  paru 
The  PVD  kevtward  originally  cost  $950  and  today  the  replacement  cost  is  $4,497  Todav^s  high  unit  cost  is 
due  to  the  re-engineering  and  development  efforts  required.  There  are  1,300  of  these  keviwards  in  the  NAS 
today  and  they  will  be  replaced  by  the  advanced  automation  system/initial  sector  suite  common  console 

II  is  important  to  rsmembsr  that  FAA  F&E  projects  help  the  airline  industn  by  reducing  their  operaung  ccsa 
and  increasing  aviation  safety  As  airline  activity  increases  over  lime,  the  capacity  limitations  of  the  current 
air  traffic  control  system  will  exacerbate  the  problems  that  the  airlines  are  currentlv  facing  If  system 
improvements  are  not  made,  delays  will  increase,  causing  airline  operating  costs  to  increase  Therefore,  the 
FAA  must  continue  the  F&E  modernization  projects  that  will  improve  svsiem  capacitv  and  ullimaielv  save 
the  user  communitv  time  and  monev  through  reduced  operating  costs 

SECTIONS:  SUMMARY 

President  Clinton  stated  in  his  report  entitled  "A  Vision  of  Change  for  America",  "We  must  invest  more  in 
our  people,  our  plant  and  equipment,  our  infrastructure,  and  our  research  and  development  if  we  are  to  restore 
the  American  dream  for  our  children  '  In  his  program  to  rebuild  the  nation's  transportation  system,  the 
President  specifically  calls  for  additional  investment  for  air  traffic  control  modernization  to  meet  projected 
increases  in  aircraft  operations  over  the  nexl  ten  years.  The  justification  narratives  which  follow  indicate 
those  specific  additional  investments  The  benefits  of  the  FAA's  air  traffic  control  modernization  program 
cited  in  the  President's  report  include  "reduced  air  travel  delays,  more  efficient  aircraft  routing,  fewer 
accidents,  and  more  cost  effective  operation  of  the  air  traffic  control  system." 
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TOTAL  NATIONAL  AIRSPACE  SYSTEM  ACTIVITY 


NPIAS  Airports  (Existing)* 

Airport  Operations  (millions) 
Aircraft  Operations* 
Itinerant  Operations* 
Instrument  Operations 
Towered  Airport  Operations 

ARTCC  Operations  (millions) 
IFR  Aircraft  Handled 
ACF  Approach  Control  Operations* 

FSS  Sen  ice  (millions) 


27.9 


624 


36.7 


39.7 


394 


35.6 


43.6 


34.7 


Percent 
Growth 


1982 

1992 

1996 

2001 

2005 

I982-20f 

3.195 

3.285 

3,400 

3.550 

3,700 

15.8 

127.6 

1348 

1485 

1642 

176.9 

38.6 

68.0 

79.1 

88.2 

98.6 

106.9 

57.2 

31  7 

456 

480 

53.1 

57.1 

80  1 

50.6 

61  5 

63  1 

689 

73.7 

45.7 

46.5 


34.0 


66  7 


(45.5) 


Hours  Flown  (millions) 
Air  Carrier 
General  Aviation 
Militars 


6.1 

10.7 

120 

144 

16.6 

I72.I 

37.7 

27.4 

26.5 

28.0 

289 

(23.3) 

6.2 

6.2 

4.8 

4.6 

4.7 

(24.2) 

Domestic  Enplanements 
(Rc\enuc  Passengers)  (millions) 

Air  Carrier 

Commuter 

Aircraft  Flcc^  (thousands) 
Air  Carncr 
Commuter"* 


272.8 

429.2 

477.9 

571.6 

645.9 

136.8 

178 

428 

608 

84.4 

1053 

4916 

2.5 

4.2 

4.5 

5.3 

6.1 

144  0 

1.4 

2.0 

2.4 

2.7 

29 

107.1 

Aircraft  operations  forecasts  are  based  on  the  e.xisting  airports  included  in  the  National  Plan  of  Integrated 
Airport  Systems  (NPIAS). 

Approach  control  operations  conducted  for  area  control  facilities  equal  the  number  of  instrument 
operations  conducted  b\  lowers. 

*"  Ci\il  helicopter  and  commuter  fleets  are  included  in  (he  total  general  aviation  fleet.  Militan  helicopter 
fleet  included  in  total  militant  fleet. 

Sources:  Aviation  Svstcm  Capital  In\estmcnt  Plan  (Februar>  1994)  and  the  "FAA  Aviation  Forecasts.  Fiscal 
Years  1994-2005"  (FAA-APO  94-1.  March  1994) 
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PerccDi 

Gro«tfa 

1982 

1992 

1996 

2001 

2005 

1982-2005 

Total  General  Aviation 
Civil  Helicopter"* 
Total  Militar>' 
Military  Helicopter"    . 

213.3 

7.0 

21.7 

9.7 

198.5 

6.3 

19.2 

7.3 

175.7 

6.0 

14.9 

5.7 

174.8 

69 

144 

5.5 

177.4 

7.6 

144 

5.5 

(168) 

86 

(336) 

(43.3) 

Pilots  (thousands) 
Instrument  Rated 
Total  Pilots 

252.5 
764.2 

303.2 
692  1 

317.3 
702.6 

339.5 
743.3 

356.1 
7698 

41.0 
07 

***  Ci\il  helicopter  and  commuter  fleets  are  included  in  the  total  general  a\iation  fleet.  Militan  helicopter 
fleet  included  in  total  military  fleet. 
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Fiscal  Year  1995 
Suminar>'  by  Activity 

FY  1994  FY  1995 

Activity  Actual                 Request 

1.  Engineering.  Development.  Test  and  Evaluation 

a.  En  Route  Programs $353,901,000       $497,000,000 

b.  Terminal  Programs 11,650,000             3,000.000 

c.  Plight  Services  Programs 0                       0 

d.  Landing  and  Navigauonal  Aid  Programs 41,218,000          23,300,000 

e.  Research,  Test,  and  Evaluation 

Equipment  FaciliUes 27.700.000           24.590.000 

Total,  Activit>  1 434,469,000         547,890,000 

2.  Air  Traffic  Control  Facilities  and  Equipment 

a.  En  Route  Programs 470,555,000         546,215.000 

b.  Terminal  Programs 360,857,000         319,108,000 

c.  FLght  Service  Programs 48,226,000           75,389,000 

d.  Land  and  Navigational  Aid  Programs 93,159,000           50,288.000 

e.  Other  ATC  Facility  Programs 66.919.000          114.758.000 

Total.  Activity  2 1.039.716.000      1,105,758,000 

3.  Non-Air  Traffic  Control  Facilities  and  Eouipment 

a.  Support  Equipment 136,645,000         102,135,000 

b.  Training  Equipment  and  Facilities 41.100.000           24.400.000 

Total,  Activity  3 177,745,000          126,535,000 

4.  Mission  Support 

a.  System  Support  and  Services, 

Total,  Acuvity  4 268.174.000         273.517.000 

5.  Personnel  and  Related  Expenses 

a.  Personnel  and  Related  Expenses, 

Total,  Activity  5 198.000.000         215.400.000 

Undistributed 2.000.000 0_ 

Budget  Authority  Totals/Net  Differences $2,120,104,000    $2,269,100,000 


Difference 
Increase  (+) 
Decrease  (-) 


$+143,099,000 

-  8,650,000 

0 

-  17,918.000 


■3.110.000 


+  113,421.000 


+75.660,000 
-41,749,000 

+27,163,000 
-t2,87 1,000 

+47.839.000 


+66,042,000 


-34,510,000 
-  16.700.000 


•51.210,000 


+  5.343.000 


+  17.400.000 


+$148,996,000 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


General  Statement 

This  fiscal  year  1995  program  continues  the  agency's  efforts  to  modernize  and  improve  air  tiafBc  control 
systems  and  airway  facilities  services.  The  requested  budget  authority  totals  $2,269,100,000.  Detailed 
justifications,  on  a  project  by  project  basis,  begin  on  page  ! . 

Significant  investments  for  major  programs  by  budget  activity  are:  (dollars  in  millions) 

1      Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS)  ($473. 5M),  and  Microwave  Landing  System  (MLS)  ($23. 3M) 

2.  Advanced  Auiomation  System  (AAS),  ($364M),  Voice  Switching  and  Control  System  (VSCS) 
($231.2M),  ARTCC  Building  Improvements/Support,  ($59  IM),  Employee  Safety  for  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Towers  (ATCT)  ($31.3M),  Aircraft  Fleet  Modernization  ($50.0M),  and  Terminal  ATC  Faciliues 
Improvement  ($54. 5M). 

3.  Automated  Data  Processing  (ADP)  Facilities  Management  ($20.6M),  Hazardous  Materials  Management 
($15.0M),  and  Aviation  Safetv  Analysis  System  (ASAS)  ($15  4M). 

4.  System  Engineering  and  Development  Suppon  ($95  2M),  Transition  Engineering  and  Suppon  ($52. CM). 
and  Technical  Services  Support  Contract  ($62  CM) 

5.  Personnel  and  Related  E.xpenses  ($2 1 5  4M) 

The  justification  is  presented  in  a  format  which  includes  a  summary  level  appropriation  history  for  each 
program  dating  back  to  1982,  the  FY  1994  appropriation,  the  FY  1995  request,  and  a  projection  for  post- 1995 
estimated  project  costs  The  aggregate  costs  beyond  1995  are  shown  for  planning  purposes  only  and  do  not 
constitute  the  outyear  budget  estimates.  Note  that  the  summary  level  appropriation  history  for  each  program 
is  intended  to  reflect  reprogrammed  fiinds  as  approved  by  the  Appropriations  subcommittees.  A  statement  of 
"Benefits"  is  included,  along  with  a  general  breakdown  of  the  budget  year  estimated  costs  b>  activity  or  task 
At  the  upper  nghi  hand  portion  of  each  page  of  the  justification  there  is  a  "CIP  reference  number"  for 
example  21-12.  In  this  e.xample.  the  budget  item  requests  funding  associated  with  project  number  12. 
chapter  2.  section  1  of  the  Capital  Investment  Plan 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


Activity  1,  Enginceriog,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation 

a.  En  Route  Programs 

lAOl      Aviation  Weather  Services  Improvements $23,500,000       Various 

1A02      Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS)  -  E.D.T&E $473,500,000       Various 

b.  Terminal  Programs 

IBOl  Airport  Surveillance  Radar  (ASR) $3,000,000        Various 

c  Flight  Service  Programs 

d.  Landing  and  Navigational  Aids  Program 

IDOl  Microwave  Landing  System  (MLS) $23,300,000       Various 

e.  Research,  Test,  and  Evaluation  Equipment  and  Facilities 

lEOl  FAA  Technical  Center  -  Technical  Building  Lease $5,290,000 

1E02  Uulity  Plant  ModificaUons $1,200,000 

1E03  NAS  Improvement  of  System  Support  Laboratory $4,500,000 

1E04  Technical  Center  Facilities $9,000,000 

1E05  Technical  Center  Test  Equipment $300,000 

1E06  Precision  Automated  Tracking  System  (PATS) $1,400,000 

1E07  CAMl  Infrastructure  -  Improvement $2,900,000 

Total,  Activity  1 5547,890,000 

2.  Procurement  and  Modernization  of  Air  Traffic  Control  Facilities  and  Equipment 

a.    En  Route  Programs 

2A01      Long  Range  Radar  (LRR)  Program  -  Replace/Establish $21,100,000  Various 

2A02      ARSR-3  Leap  Frog  Program $2,000,000  1 

2A03      Radar  Microwave  Link  (RML)  System 

Replacement/Expansion $8,000,000  Various 

2A04      Next  Generation  Weather  Radar  (NEXRAD)  -  Provide $62,000,000  Various 

2A05      Air  Traffic  (Control  En  Route  Radar 

Facilities  Improvements $8,898,000  Various 

2A06      Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS) $36,400,000  Various 

2A07      En  Route  Software  Development  and 

Integration  Support $10,300,000  Various 

2A08      Weather  and  Radar  Processor  (WARP) $4,700,000  Various 

2A09      Aeronautical  Data  Link  (ADL)  Applications $15,000,000  Various 

2A10     En  Route  Automaiion  Equipitienl  -  Improve/Sustain $4,000,000  Various 


F&E-l 
F&E-t 


F&E-8 


F&E-IO 


F&E-l  3 
F&E-l  4 
F&E-l  6 
F&E-l  8 
F&E-20 
F&E-21 
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FACILITIES  AND  EOUTPMEKT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


2An 
2A12 
2A13 
2A14 
2A15 
2A16 
2A17 
2A18 

2AI9 
2A20 
2A21 
2A22 
2A23 
2A24 
2A25 
2A26 


2B0I 
2B02 
2B03 
2B04 

2B05 
2B06 

2B07 
2B08 

2B09 
2B10 

2BII 
2B12 

2B13 
2B14 
2B15 

2BI6 

2B17 
2BI8 
2B19 


Oceanic  Automauon  System $16,400,000 

ARTCC  Building  Improvements/Plant  Improvements $59,128,000 

Voice  Switching  and  Control  System  (VSCS) $231,200,000 

Remote  Communication  Facilities  (RCF)  Expand/Relocate. ..$5,400,000 

Traffic  Management  System  (TMS) $10,800,000 

Data  Multiplexing  Network  (DMN) $5,500,000 

Critical  Telecommunications  Support $12,700,000 

En  Route  Communications  and  Control  Facilities 

Improvement $7,189,000 

NADIN  II  -  Enhancements $3,800,000 

Satellite  Communications  Circuit  Back-up $1,500,000 

DOD  Base  Closure  -  Facility  Transfer $10,700,000 

Central  Altitude  Reservation  Function  (CARF) $1,500,000 

Display  Channel  Complex  Rehost  (DCCR) $2,000,000 

En  Route  Analysis  and  Reporting  System  (EARS) $2,000,000 

Performance  Monitoring  Analysis  System $1,000,000 

Backup  Emergeno  Communications  (BUEC)  -  Interim $3,000,000 

Termioal  Programs 

Airport  Surveillance  Radar  (ASR) $20,500,000 

Terminal  Doppler  Weather  Radar  (TDWR)  -  Provide $25,000,000 

Mode  S  -  Provide $24,900,000 

Digital  Bright  Radar  Indicator  Tower  Equipment 

(DBRITE) $2,700,000 

Terminal  Sofhvare  Development  Support $4,000,000 

Chicago  Temunal  Radar  Approach  Control 

(TRACON)  Relocation $2,400,000 

ARTS  HIE  Upgrades  for  Selected  Air  Traffic  Facilities $10,000,000 

Remoie  Maintenance  Monitoring  System 

CRMMS)  -  Provide $10,000,000 

Terminai  Air  Traffic  Conuol  Facilities  -Replace $54,500,000 

Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)/  TRACON 

Facilities  -  Improve $16,433,000 

Emergencv  Transceivers  -  Replacement $3,000,000 

Terminal  Voice  Switch  Replacement  (TVSR)/Enhanccd 

Terminal  Voice  Switch  (ETVS) $15,500,000 

Radio  Control  Equipment  (RCE)  -  Provide $9,600,000 

Runway  Status  Light  System $4,000,000 

Airport  Surface  Detection  Equipment 

(ASDE)  -  Addiuonal  Estabhshment $7,000,000 

ARTS  IIA  Mode  C  Intruder  Capability  and  Video 

Compression $9,400,000 

Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation  (TATCA) $13,000,000 

Terminal  Radar  (ASR)  -  Improve $3,898,000 

Dallas/Fon  Worth  Meuoplex  Program $5,500,000 


Various 

F&E-J2 

Various 

F&E-44 

Various 

F&E-46 

Various 

F&E-48 

Various 

F&E-50 

Various 

F&E-52 

Various 

F&E-54 

Various 

F&E-56 

Various 

F&E-58 

13 

F&E-59 

Various 

F&E-6I 

Vanous 

F&E-63 

Various 

F&E-64 

Various 

F&E-65 

Vanous 

F&E-67 

Vanous 

F&E-69 

Various 
Various 
Various 

F&E-71 
F&E-72 
F&E-73 

Various 
Various 

F&E-75 
F&E-76 

1 
Various 

F&E-77 
F&E-79 

Various 
24 

F&E-80 
F&E-82 

Various 
Various 

F&E-84 
F.frF-86 

31 
Various 

1 

F&E-87 
F&E-89 
F&E-9i 

Various         F&E-93 


Various 

Various 

Various 

1 
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2B20 
2B21 
2B22 
2B23 


2B24 
2B25 
2B26 

2B27 


2C01 
2C02 

2C03 

2C04 
2C05 


Potomac  Project  Melroplex $2,800,000 

Nonhem  California  Metroplex  $1,500,000 

AUanla  Meuoplex $1,500,000 

Employee  Safety  for  Airport  Traffic  Control 
Towers  (ATCT)/OSHA  Environmental  Compliance 

Standards $31,300,000 

Terminal  Communications  -  Improvement $2,677,000 

Precision  Runway  Monitors $1,000,000 

Southern  California  Melroplex  ConUol  Facility  (MCF) $17,000,000 

New  Austin  Airport  at  Bergsuom  $20,000,000 

Flight  Service  Programs 

Flight  Service  Station  (FSS)  -  Modemiialion $8,000,000 

Automated  Surface  Observing  System  (ASOS) $37,200,000 

Wide  Area  Augmentation  System  (WAAS) 

for  GPS $25,900,000 

FSAS  Operational  and  Supportability  Implementation 

System  (OASIS) $2,000,000 

Flight  Service  Facilities  Improvements $2,289,000 


Various 
Various 
Various 
Various 
Various 


Various 

77 


F&E-IOO 
F&E-lOl 
F&E-I03 


F&E-I05 
F&E-107 
F&E-I09 
F&E-llO 
F&E-lll 


F&E-113 
F&E-115 


Various       F&E-117 


4 
Various 


F&E-119 
F&E-121 


d.'  Landing  and  Na\igational  Aids  Program 

2D01  Ver>-  High  Frequency  Omnidirectional  Radio  Range 

(VOR)  With  Distance  Measuring  Equipment  (DME) $623,000 

2D02  Approach  Lighting  System  Improvement  Program  (ALSIP) .  $2,000,000 

2D03  ILS  -  Replace  Mark  lA  IB,  and  IC $6,000,000 

2D04  Instrument  Landing  System  (ILS)  -  Establish $  18.600,000 

2D05  Visual  Navaids  -  Establish/Expand $2,565,000 

2D06  Runwa\  Visual  Range  (RVR)  -  Establish $2,500,000 

2D07  ILS  -  Replace  Wilcox  CAT  Il/III $11,600,000 

2D08  Instrument  Approach  Procedures  Automation  (lAPA) $1,000,000 

2D09  Gulf  of  Mexico  Offshore  Program $5,400,000 


5 

F&E-122 

0 

F&E-123 

Various 

F&E-125 

8 

F&E-127 

23 

F&E-129 

Various 

F&E-131 

9 

F&E-135 

Various 

F&E-154 

Various 

F&E-136 

e.     Other  ATC  Facilities  Programs 

2E01       Alaskan  NAS  Interfacility  Communicatioris 

Systems  (ANICS) $5,000,000 

2E02      Fuel  Storage  Tank  Replacement  and  Monitoring $10,500,000 

2E03       FAA  Buildings  and  Equipment $11,645,000 

2E04      Electrical  Power  Systems  -  Sustain/  Support $7,000,000 

2E05      Air  Na\igaiional  Aids  and  ATC  Facilities 

(Local  Projects) $6,000,000 

2E06      Air  Na\igation  Facility/ATC  System  Support  -  Provide $9,000,000 

2E07     Land/Easement  Purchase  for  E.sisting  Airv^ay  Facilities $1,500,000 

2E08      Aircraft  Related  Equipment  Program $6,000,000 


Various 

F&E-137 

Various 

F&E-139 

Various 

F&E-140 

Various 

F&E-141 

Various 

F&E-143 

Various 

F&E-I44 

Various 

F&E-I45 

Various 
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2E09      Aircraft  Fleet  Modenuzalion $50,000,000 

2EI0      Air  Traffic  ConuoHer  Chairs  -  Replace $1,000,000 

2E11      Airport  Cable  Loop  Systems  -Sustained  Support $6,113,000 

2E12      Computer  Aided  Engineering  and  Graphics 

(CAEG)  Replacement $1,000,000 

Total,  Acti\ity  2 _ $1,105458,000 


2 
Various 
Various 


3.  Procurement  and  Modernization  of  Non-Air  TrafTic  Control  Facilities  and  Equipment 


a.     Support  Equipment 


3A01 

3A02 
3A03 
3A04 
3A05 
3A06 
3A07 
3A08 
3A09 
3A10 
3A11 
3A12 
3A13 
3A14 

3A15 

b. 

3B0i 
3B02 
3B03 


Automated  Data  Processing  (ADP)  Facilities 

Management  (CORN) 520,600.000 

NAS  Management  Automation  Program  (NASMAP) $4,500,000 

Hazardous  Materials  Management $15,000,000 

Aratjcn  Safen  Analysis  System  (ASAS) $15,392,000 

Operational  Data  Matiagemeni  System  (ODMS) $5,000,000 

Child  Care  Facilities $4,400,000 

FAA  Employee  Housing $8,000,000 

Logistics  Support  Systems  and  Facilities  (LSSF) $5,000,000 

Test  Equipment  -  Maintenance  Support  for  Replacement $4,000,000 

Radio  Frequency  Interference  (RFI)  Vans $2,300,000 

Integrated  Flight  Quality  Assurance $2,500,000 

Safety  Performance  Analysis  System  (SPAS) $7,400,000 

Perfomiance  Enhancement  Sysiems  (PENS) $2,543,000 

Aviation  Safety  Advanced  Analysis 

Program  (ASAAP) $4,000,000 

Airport  Damm  Monument  Program $1,500,000 

Training,  Equipment  and  Facilities 

Computer  Based  instruciion  (CBI)  -  Expand/Improve $4,500,000 

Aeronautical  Center  Training  and  Support  Facilities $13,900,000 

National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  Training  Facihties $6,000,000 

Total,  Activity  3 _ $  1 26^35,000 


4.  Facilities  and  Equipment  Mission  Support 

a.     System  Support  and  Services 

4A0I  System  Engineering  and  Development  Support $95,200,000 

4A02  Logistics  Suppon  Services  (LS5) 58,000.000 

4A03  Mike  Monroney  Aeronautical  Center  -  Lease $14,800,000 

4A04  In-Plant  NAS  Contract  Support  Services $5,700,000 


various 

1 

Various 


Various 

Vanous 

1 

Various 


F&E-I49 
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Various       F&E-1S4 


12 

F&E-i55 

Various 

F&E-157 

Various 

F&E-159 

Various 

F&E.161 

Various 

F&E-I62 

Various 

F&E-I64 

Vanous 

F&E-166 

1 

F&E-I68 

Vanous 

F&E-I70 

Various 

F&E-I7I 

Various 

F&E-172 

Vanous 

F&E-I74 

Various 

F&E-176 

1 

F&E-I78 

Various 

F&E-I80 

F&E-iS2 
F&E-I84 
F&E-I86 


F&E-18S 
F&E-190 
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4A05  Transition  Engineering  Support $52,000,000 

4A0O  National  Airspace  Integrated  Logistics  Support  (NAILS) $5,000,000 

4A07  Frequenc)'  and  Spectrum  Engineering  $1,600,000 

4A08  Acquisition  Oversight $2,000,000 

4A09  FAA  System  Architectiue $3,000,000 

4A10  Technical  Support  Services  Contract  (TSSC) $62,000,000 

4A1I  Program  Support  Services $5,000,000 

4A12  Program  Support  Leases $19,217,000 

Total,  Acti>if  J  4 $273,51 7,000 

5A01      Personnel  and  Related  Expenses $215,400,000 

Total,  All  Activities  $2,269,100,000 


Various 

F&E-194 

Various 

F&E-196 

Various 

F&E-197 

Various 

F&E-199 

Various 

F&E-200 

Various 

F&E-202 

Various 

F&E-203 

Various 
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Various 
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Una- 

•n*;; 

RMWrt: 

^ftntfMy' 

-  cap   - 

lAOl 

Aviation  Weather  Services 
Improvements 

$23,500,000 

0 

63-21;  63-22 

Basis  for  Request:  The  A\iaiion  Weather  Development  Program  will  improve  the  capacitv,  safet>.  and 
efficiencv  of  the  NAS  by  providing  improved  weather  information  TTie  aviation  weather  system  combines 
additional  weather  observations,  improved  forecast  technology,  and  more  efficient  distribution  of  information 
to  air  traffic  controllers  and  automated  systems  This  program  will  build  upon  the  capital  investment  of 
present  and  planned  NAS  weather  programs,  and  the  planned  modernization  of  the  National  Weather  Service 
(N%VS) 

Descnption  of  Problem:  In  the  terminal  area,  air  traffic  controllers  in  tower  cabs  and  terminal  radar  approach 
control  facilities  rely  on  a  number  of  terminal  area  sensors  which  collecliveU  pro\ide  large  amounts  of 
weather  data  The  interpretation  of  this  data  is  performed  manuali>.  is  labor  intensive,  and  data  from  the 
vanous  sensors  ma>  be  confiising  The  main  shortcoming  of  the  present  system  is  that  it  cannot  anticipate 
short-term  weather  changes  that  affect  safety,  capacity,  and  efficiency  in  the  terminal  area,  such  as  ceiling, 
visibilin..  wind  shear,  microbursts.  and  thunderstorms,  nor  the  impact  of  these  changes  on  terminal 
operations 

In  support  of  en  route  aviation  operations,  accurate  weather  forecasts  are  not  available  on  a  time  scale 
comparable  to  that  of  most  US  flights  -  30  minutes  to  several  hours  The  NWS  forecasts  are  basid  on  12- 
hourl>  obsenations  spaced  200  miles  apart  across  the  United  States,  which  is  insufficient  for  the  a\ lation 
community  With  this  observational  constraint,  the  high  resolution  forecasts,  in  space  and  time,  needed  b>  air 
traffic  controllers,  are  not  possible.  Continued  manual  analysis  such  as  that  performed  b>  N'\V'S 
meteorologists  to  identify  specific  aviation  weather  impacts  (eg.,  icing,  turbulence),  cannot  provide  the 
product  timeliness  and  resolution  required  to  significantly  reduce  related  delays  On  a  national  scale,  the 
poor  forecast  resolution  and  slow  update  frequency  result  in  weather  advisories  that  are  ineffective  due  to 
broad  over-warning  Also,  the  present  system  does  not  provide  graphical  depicuon  of  aviation  weather 
impacts  to  promote  rapid  assimilation  by  air  traffic  controllers. 

Description  of  Solution:  For  the  terminal  area,  the  solution  is  to  develop  a  system  which  will  integrate  all  the 
terminal  weather  sensor  data,  and  to  provide  near-term  (0-30  minutes)  automated  weather  information  and 
predictions  in  easilv  understood  graphical  form,  requiring  no  fiirther  interpretation,  to  air  traffic  controllers 
This  Integrated  Terminal  Weather  System  (ITWS)  will  collect  all  of  the  weather  data  available  in  the  airport 
terminal  area,  from  both  ground-based  and  airborne  sensors.  The  ITWS  is  focused  on  providing  safety  and 
planning  products  to  air  traffic  controllers.  These  products  include  windshear  and  microburst  warnings, 
storm  cell  and  lightning  information,  terminal  area  winds  aloft,  runway  winds,  short-term  ceiling  and 
visibility  predictions,  and  snowfall  rate  predictions  to  assist  in  ground  de-icing  decisions. 

$10,700,000  is  required  in  FY  1995  for  the  ITWS  for  continued  development  of  advanced  terminal  weather 
algorithms,  completion  of  the  TTWS  demonstration  and  validation  phase,  preparation  for  fiill  scale 
development  phase,  completion  of  the  specifications  and  request  for  proposal  for  initial  ITWS  capability .  and 
for  full  scale  development. 
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For  the  en  route  area,  the  solution  is  to  integrate  all  NWS  and  FAA  weather  sensor  data  and  generate  specific 
weather  observation,  warrung.  and  forecast  products  for  air  traffic  controllers  in  national,  en  route,  and  flight 
ser\ice  domains  without  further  meteorological  interpretation  TTie  Aviation  Weather  Products  Generator 
(A WPG)  uill  meet  this  requirement  TTie  AWPG  is  divided  into  two  components:  1)  an  analysis  and  forecast 
component,  and  2)  a  product  generation  component  The  first  component  is  the  Aviation  Gridded  Forecast 
System  (AGFS).  being  developed  under  an  inter-agency  agreement  v^ith  the  National  Oceanic  and 
Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA)  This  will  provide  the  numerical  and  statistical  techniques  to 
automatically  generate  a  high-resolution  analysis  and  forecast  of  aviation  impact  variables  (AJVs),  namely, 
winds,  temperature,  icing,  turbulence,  cloud  base  height,  visibility,  hail,  and  convecuve  precipitation  The 
second  component,  AWPG  product  generation  software,  will  convert  the  AGFS  mto  high-resolution, 
accurate,  and  timely  automated  graphical  products  The  AWPG  development  is  a  software  enhancement  to 
current  and  planned  NAS  subsystems  and  NWS  forecasting  systems  $12,800,000  is  required  in  FY  1995  for 
the  AWPG  to  demonstrate  and  validate  the  NOAA-generated  AGFS,  including  gndded  significant 
meteorological  information  (SlGNtETS)  and  area  forecasts,  to  generate  graphic  aviation  weather  warrung  and 
forecast  products  from  the  three-dimensional  grids  of  data  (eg ,  icing,  turbulence,  and  upper  winds),  and  to 
distribute  initial  products  for  demonstration  and  evaluation  through  technology  transfer  to  private  industry  via 
existing  Cooperative  Research  and  Development  Agreements 

Benefits:  The  ITWS  and  AVHTG  will  enable  air  traffic  controllers  (including  traffic  managers  and 
supervisors)  in  terminal,  en  route,  and  flight  service  positions  to  isolate,  in  space  and  time,  weather  hazards, 
reducing  uncertainty  about  weather-impacted  areas  By  contributing  to  an  increase  in  the  capacity  and 
efficiency  of  the  air  traffic  control  system,  this  program  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  the 
economy  These  enhancements  will  help  to  decrease  system  delays  which  will  save  aviation  fiiel,  iherebv 
strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  environmental  policy  The  major  benefits  from  the 
development  and  deployment  of  the  ITWS  and  AWPG  will  be  ( 1 )  improved  airport  and  en  route  capacity  by 
providing  real  time,  accurate,  high  resolution  descriptions  and  forecasts  of  weather  impacting  the  terminal 
area  and  the  en  route  envirorunent,  (2)  more  efficient  flight  planning  and  user  preferred  routing  through 
improved  analysis  and  forecast  of  upper  winds:  and  (3)  increased  flight  safety  through  improved  aviation 
weather  hazard  forecasting,  (eg.,  icing,  turbulence,  severe  storms,  microbursts,  and  high  winds) 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (F\'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

3 

$  40.600.0 

— 

19.351.0 

_. 

23,500.0 

70 

197,8840 

73 

$281,335.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FU>fDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti^^t^  Tasks                                                                 Quantify  ($000) 

1.  ITWS  Rapid  Protot>pe  Systems                                         —  $10,700  0 

2.  AWPG  Rapid  Prototype  System                                        —  12.800.0 
Total                                                                                        —  $23,500.0 
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TKIe: 

S«tfat5t: 

lAxtftoat: 

CIP 

1A02 
2A06 

Advanced  Automation  System  (A.AS) 
-  E,D,T&E 

$473,500,000 
36,400,000 

Various 

21-12 

Basis  for  Request:  The  current  air  traffic  control  (ATC)  system  must  be  expanded  and  improved  to  increase 
capacm  and  impro\e  ATC  producti\-it> .  The  advanced  automation  s>stem  (AAS)  will  pro\ide  a  new 
automation  s>stem  that  includes  controller  workstations,  computer  software,  and  processors  necessar\  to 
handle  projected  workloads  beyond  the  year  2000.  In  order  for  the  new  automation  system  to  be  mstalled.  the 
air  route  traffic  control  centers  (ARTCCs)  require  modifications  and  improvements  Implementation  of  AAS 
is  currently  under\va> . 

The  peripheral  adapter  module  replacement  item  (PAMRl)  was  the  first  en  route  segment  of  the  program  and 
it  is  completed  It  replaced  the  aging  hardware  in  20  ARTCCs  that  interfaced  with  radars  and  commumcated 
radar  data  to  central  computers  PAMRl  deli%eries  have  been  made  to  all  20  sites  and  was  operational  at  all 
sites  by  April  1993.  three  months  ahead  of  schedule 

The  initial  sector  suite  system  (ISSS).  the  second  en  route  step,  will  replace  existing  I960's  vintage  en  route 
displa\  equipment  and  paper  flight  stnps  with  new  workstations  (common  consoles)  and  electromc  flight 
strips  ISSS  will  greatl)  improve  reliabilit>  and  (le\ibilir\  and  will  be  a  basis  for  future  en  route  automation 
enhancements. 

The  remaining  AAS  segments  ha\e  been  restructured  to  provide  earl>  benefits  to  the  users  with  infrastructure 
changes  occumng  onl>  when  needed  to  support  the  benefits  The  new  ATC  automation  strategy  calls  for 
three  plans:  en  route,  terminal,  and  tower.  The  en  route  plan  begins  with  ISSS  installation  and  proceeds 
with  penodic  upgrades  which  will  include  area  computer  control  complex  (ACCC),  automated  en  route  air 
traffic  control  (AERA).  the  en  route  portion  of  terminal  ATC  automation  (TATCA).  data  link,  and  NEXRAD 
weather  data  provided  via  WARP  (TATCA,  data  link,  and  WARP  are  funded  separately). 

The  Terminal  plan  addresses  ATC  automation  needs  for  the  FAA's  metroplex  control  facilities  (MCF's)  and 
the  Department  of  Defense  TRACONs  and  begins  with  a  scaled  down  terminal  adv  anced  automation  system 
(TAAS-1)  to  a  single  FAA  location  that  is  also  suitable  for  the  military  to  conduct  their  operational  test  and 
evaluation  (OT&E).  The  baseline  TAAS  (named  TAAS  2)  would  be  installed  at  all  MCF's  The  other  FAA 
TRACONs  existing  todav  would  remain  in  their  present  location  and  would  be  upgraded  by  a  separate 
program.  Data  link  and  TATCA  capabilities  (TAAS  3)  will  be  added  to  the  TAAS  baseline  at  each  MCF 
(TATCA,  Data  link,  DOD  systems,  and  production  MCF  systems  are  funded  separately). 

The  Tower  plan  calls  for  beginning  with  the  installation  of  a  basic  tower  control  computer  complex  (TCCC) 
which  would  integrate  several  entry  and  display  devices  currently  in  the  cab  into  a  single  system  These  air 
traffic  control  towers  (ATCTs)  would  then  be  upgraded  to  provide  electronic  display  and  manipulation  of 
flight  data. 

Description  of  Problem      Due  to  age  and  design  characteristics,  present  en  route  and  terminal  automation 
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s>  stems  are  limited  in  capacirv  and  capabilit>  and  have  escalating  maintenance  costs  These  s> stems  must  be 
replaced  with  a  new  s>stem  that  will  support  both  present  and  future  functions  in  a  common  s>stem  design 
that  will  meet  the  longer  term  requirements  for  availabilit>.  e.\pandabilit>.  and  eflficienc> 

The  AAS  cannot  be  installed  in  the  ARTCCs  as  lhe>  exist  today  Space  in  the  control  wing  basement  of  the 
ARTCCs  must  be  refurbished  and  additional  power  generators  must  be  procured  and  installed  ARTCCs 
uere  expanded  dunng  the  early  1980's  in  conjunction  with  Host  computer  programs,  however  the  control 
room  space  was  left  unfinished  at  that  lime  and  must  now  be  finished  Additional  or  new  space  must  be 
constructed 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $509,900,000  for  the  AAS  acquisition  contract,  technical  support,  iraimng. 
field  suppon.  and  ARTCC  modermzation  efforts  in  F>'  1995  $473,500,000  is  requested  in  budget  item  1A02 
to  continue  full  scale  development  of  all  segments  of  the  AAS  program,  and  $36,400,000  is  requested  in 
budget  Item  2A06  to  prepare  the  ARTCCs  for  installation  of  AAS  equipment  and  to  fund  ISSS  and  common 
console  full  production  for  ISSS 

Dunng  F»'  1994.  a  contract  modification  was  completed  to  rebaseline  the  ISSS  segment  of  the  program  and 
freeze  requirements  All  software  functionalitv  required  to  conduct  OT&E  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  was 
developed,  completed,  and  delivered  to  FAATC  There,  integration  began  with  the  current  level  of 
operational  ARTCC  software  on  the  system  suppon  computer  complex  (SSCC)  that  is  used  as  the  ISSS  test 
bed  at  FA.^TC  All  of  the  SSCC  hardware  to  be  used  for  ISSS  testing  was  delivered,  installed,  and  checked 
cut  during  F^'  1994  Formal  acceptance  tests  were  completed  at  FAATC  on  the  ISSS  system  and  OT&E 
began 

The  contract  v\as  modified  to  rebaseline  the  TAAS  requirements  as  they  relate  to  MCF's  and  to  suppon  a 
phased  deplov  ment  of  TAAS    Soft  w  are  dev  elopment  continued  at  the  factorv 

TCCC  requirements  changes  were  negotiated  into  the  AAS  contract  in  FY  1993  to  reflect  the  two  stage 
(basic/enhanced)  TCCC  approach  TCCC  was  designed  to  be  incremental  in  that  the  basic  system  is 
unchanged  irrespective  of  the  amount  of  air  traffic  to  be  handled  The  requirements  of  increasing  volumes  of 
traffic  will  be  met  bv  incrementally  adding  to  the  hardware  and  software  Critical  design  review  was 
conducted  and  limited  development  began  on  the  basic  TCCC  dunng  FY  1994.  no  work  was  accomplished  on 
the  enhancements 

AERA  effons  restimed  in  FY  1994  Requirements  for  full  AERA  services  were  frozen  and  design  and 
development  began  Coding  began  on  Early  AERA  functionality  that  is  planned  for  implementation 
immediately  following  the  ISSS  lime  frame. 

ARTCC  site  preparation  activities  continued  in  FY  1994  Fimding  provided  for  procurement  of  si.\ 
uninterruptable  power  system  modules  and  associated  switchgear  for  each  ARTCC  required  for  ISSS 
implementation. 

Dunng  F^'  1995.  the  FAA  Technical  Center  will  complete  formal  ISSS  operational  test  and  evaluation 
Limited  consolidation  of  common  consoles  will  be  authonzed  and  ISSS  will  be  delivered  to  the  first  three 
sites.  Seattle.  Salt  Lake  City,  and  Denver  ARTCCs  Full  production  of  common  consoles  will  also  be 
authonzed  in  FY  1995. 
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On  TAAS.  coding  will  be  compleled  and  the  sofhvare  turned  over  to  the  integration  test  organization  in 
FY  1995  System  level  test  uill  be  conducted  followed  by  formal  facioiy  tests  Following  successful 
completion  of  formal  factory  tests  of  TAAS- 1,  the  system  will  be  installed  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  and 
early  operational  test  and  e\'aluation  (OT&E)  will  begin  De\elopment  of  the  Common  Interface  Unit  and 
AAS  Distribution  Unit  will  continue,  along  with  operational  e\'aluations  of  TAAS  at  the  Development  and 
Demonstration  Facility  (DDF).  Af^er  completion  of  site  preparation  at  the  Southern  California  TRACON. 
TAAS-1  will  be  delixcred  and  installed  at  the  site. 

Design  and  development  of  TCCC  enhancements  will  begin  in  FY  1995  The  basic  TCCC  will  be  delivered 
to  the  FAATC  in  n'  1995 

Architectural  definition  and  development  of  the  first  of  the  planned  en  route  upgrades  will  continue.  The  first 
upgrade  will  include  the  early  AERA  benefits  plus  incorporate  some  of  the  functions  provided  by  the  TATCA 
(CTAS  with  Descent  Ad\  isory ).  Work  on  the  second  en  route  upgrade  will  begin. 

ARTCC  site  preparation  activities  will  continue  in  FY  1995.  Contracts  will  be  awarded  at  one  site  for  the 
third  phase  of  the  effort  to  refurbish  ARTCC's  and  prepare  them  for  AAS  equipment  installation  (ISSS) 
Design  and  development  will  begin  on  the  Honolulu  ARTCC  relocation. 

Benefits:  AAS  is  estimated  to  yield  over  $23  billion  in  present  value  benefits  over  its  life  cycle  \ia  increased 
use  of  user  prefened  routes  and  altitudes,  avoided  delays,  and  increased  controller  productivity.  These 
benefits  will  be  realized  through  both  increased  capacity  o\er  the  ourent  automation  system  and  new 
functionality  The  new  sy stem  will  provide  the  capacity  to  handle  civil  and  military  air  traffic  growth  be>ond 
the  \ear  2000  For  example.  AAS  will  support  an  increase  in  the  number  of  aircraft  tracked  in  the  en  route 
environment  from  940  with  the  current  Host  computer  to  up  to  6.000  aircraft.  The  increased  capacity  which 
AAS  will  provide  will  support  economic  growth  AAS  functionality  will  enable  the  air  traCTic  control  system 
to  provide  increased  granting  of  user  preferred  routes  and  altitudes,  leading  to  time,  fiiel,  other  aircraft 
operating  cost  savings  The  fuel  saved  will  help  reduce  air  pollution  and  conserve  this  vital  national  resource, 
thereby  strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  environmental  policy  In  addition,  the 
automated  en  route  air  traffic  control  functions  that  are  delivered  as  part  of  this  program  will  improve 
productivity  of  air  traffic  controllers,  allowing  them  the  ability  to  safely  handle  the  growing  air  traffic.  The 
new  functionality  of  AAS  will  advance  U.S.  Transportation  technology  and  expertise 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropnaied  (FV  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Tocal 


Aclivirv  I 

$2,234,521.4 
267.150.0 
473.500.0 


ActixilA  2 

$  55.8000 
26.0000 
36.400.0 


Total 
Amount  (SOOO) 

$2,290,321.4 
293.150.0 
509.900.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORI-:  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  \TAR 


Locations/ 

Activir\  Tasks 

Ouantit^ 

1.     Engineenng.  De\eIopnient. 
Prime  Contract 

Test  and  Evaluation 

AERA 

— 

Technical  Support 
Field  Support 
Training 
Subtotal 

Various 

Estimated  Cost 

($000) 


$374,700.0 

27.000.0 

40.8000 

29.000.0 

2.0000 

$473,500.0 


Procurement  and  Modernization  of  ATC 

Facilities  and  Equipment; 

Prime  Contract 

ARTCC  Modernization 
Subtotal 


$28.8000 

7.600.0 

$36,400.0 


Total 


Various 


$509,900.0 


'  On  December  13.  1993.  the  FAA  administrator  announced  the  advanced  automation  svsiem  program  would 
undergo  a  thorough  internal  re\ie\v  to  address  cost  and  scheduling  issues    An  independent  program  re\ieu 
organization  has  also  been  retained  to  assess  the  AAS  program.  When  this  work  is  complete,  a  more  accurate 
estimate  of  future  program  requirements  will  be  available. 
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podpt 
gsltnn; 

Tttte 

RPtlKOft 

iMOftifuaas 

CIP 

IBOl 
2B01 

Airport  Surveillance  Radar  (ASR) 

$  3,000,000 
20,500,000 

Various 

34-13,24-13 
64-13 

Basis  for  Request:  To  meet  air  traffic  control  requirements,  the  FAA  provides  airport  surveillance  radar 
services  at  qualified  airports  The  airport  suneillance  radar  provides  the  means  for  determining  the  position 
of  aircraft  approaching,  departing,  or  passing  through  airport  terminal  areas. 

Description  of  Problem:  After  completion  of  the  ASR-9  program,  many  terminal  areas  v^^ll  have  ASR-7/8 
analog  radars  which  must  be  replaced  b>  a  digital  radar  system  Also  the  hazardous  weather  detection 
capability  of  the  ASR's  must  be  enhanced  to  provide  weather  warnings  (i  e  .  windshear/microbursts)  ai 
airports  not  planned  to  receive  terminal  doppler  weather  radar  (TDWR)  Additionally.  ASR-9  projects 
partially  funded  in  previous  years  need  to  be  completed 

Description  of  Solution  Budget  Activity  1:  provide  $2,000,000  to  continue  engineering  and  programmatic 
support  for  the  acquisition  of  digital  radar  (ASR-U)  for  the  replacement  of  analog  terminal  surveillance  radar 
systems:  provide  $1,000,000  to  continue  development  of  processing  algorithms  that  enable  an  ASR  to  detect 
lou-altiiude  windshear  and  microbursts  in  various  regional  climates 

Under  Budget  Activity  2  (a)  provide  $19,500,000  to  complete  the  ASR-9  installation  of  the  fourth  sensor  at 
Dallas/Fon  Worth.  TX:  the  second  sensor  at  Atlanta,  GA;  and  the  Scott  Air  Force  Base.  IL  ASR-9.  (b) 
provide  $1,000,000  for  continued  engineering  and  programmatic  suppon. 

Benefits:  Terminal  radar  reduces  delays  and  improves  safety  at  congested  airports  During  instrument 
meteorological  conditions,  the  radar  provides  controllers  information  that  permits  closer  aircraft  operations 
and  greater  traffic  volume  Establishing  new  radars,  as  well  as  improving  existing  radars,  ensures  the 
continuation  of  ma.\imum  service  capabilities  during  poor  visibility,  nighttime,  and  adverse  local  ueather 
conditions   This  program  will  increase  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Total 

Activin  1 

Activitv  2 

Amount  f$000) 

$8,000.0 

$768,046.3 

$776,046.3 

1,000.0 

44,300.0 

45,3000 

3,000.0 

20,500.0 

23,5000 

1 

2.700.0 
$835,546.3 

2.7000 

$12,000.0 

$847,546.3 

'  Future  year  dev  elopment  requirements  have  not  yet  been  defined. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

ActiMt\  Tasks                                                                 Quaiitit\  (SOOO) 

Budget  Acii\it>  1 : 

Terminal  Surveillance  Radar  Digitizing                             —  $  2.000.0 

ASR  Mod  for  Wmdshear  Detection                                     —  1.000.0 

Budget  Acli\it>  2: 

ASR  Establishment                                                      =:  $20.500.0 

Total                                                                                Various  $23.5000 
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Microwave  Landing  System  (MLS) 


$23,300,000 


Various 


24-07 


Basis  for  Request:  The  United  Stales  and  the  Intematioital  Civil  Aviation  Organization  (ICAO)  have  adopted 
the  microwave  landing  svstem  (MLS)  as  the  standard  precision  landing  system  to  replace  the  current 
instrument  landing  svstem  (ILS) 

Description  of  Problem:  The  current  precision  landing  svstem  provided  in  the  National  Airspace  System 
(NAS)  is  the  ILS.  The  ILS  has  been  a  reliable  svstem  for  more  than  40  years,  but  it  is  not  capable  of  meeting 
many  current  and  future  aviation  needs  The  MLS  is  the  replacement  for  ILS  that  will  meet  evolving  aviation 
user  needs  and  address  specific  operational  and  technical  issues  The  ICAO  identified  38  operational 
requirements  for  precision  landing  systems  While  MLS  is  able  to  satisfy  all  38  requirements.  ILS  can  fully 
satisfy  only  12  requirements  and  partially  meet  only  11  more 

It  is  uidely  acknowledged  that  MLS  is  technicallv  supenor  to  ILS.  To  show  that  it  was  economically 
advantageous.  Congress  directed  the  FAA  to  complete  an  evaluation/demonstration  of  MLS  benefits  before 
proceeding  with  one  or  more  fill!  production  CAT  II/IIl  MLS  contracts  A  final  repwrl  on  the  MLS 
Evaluation/Demonstration  Program  was  submitted  to  Congress  in  Apnl  1992.  A  precision  approach  decision 
concerning  MLS  CAT  II/lIl  will  be  made  after  the  GPS  CAT  II/III  feasibility  study  is  completed  in  1995. 

Description  of  Solution  To  realize  the  described  benefits  as  quickly  as  possible,  the  FAA  began  contract 
procedures  in  1990  for  the  development  of  a  First  Article  CAT  II/lII  MLS  ground  svstem  Incremental 
funding  of  $23,300,000  is  requested  in  FY  1995  to  complete  the  design,  development,  and  demonstration 
efforis  of  the  MLS  program.  The  amount  of  $15,479,300  is  needed  for  the  continuation  of  the  contracts  for 
the  dual  source  design,  development,  fabrication,  test,  and  evaluation  of  the  CAT  II/III  First  Article  Test 
Systems  The  amount  of  $553,400  is  needed  for  the  continuation  of  CAT  I  MLS  spares  and  training  efforts. 
The  amount  of  $7,267,300  is  needed  to  provide  hardware  and  software  engineering  support  for  continued 
certification  of  MLS  aviomcs.  continued  development  of  MLS  terminal  instrument  procedures  (TERPS);  and 
program  office  and  ICAO  support. 

The  requested  fiinding  is  necessary  to  enable  the  U.S.  to  meet  its  international  commitment  and  to  realize  the 
operational  and  economic  benefits  available  from  MLS. 

MLS  provides  precision  guidance  to  satisfy'  the  full  range  of  operational  requirements,  both  civil  and  military, 
to  all  types  of  aircraft  in  all  categories  of  landings.  MLS,  as  compared  to  ILS,  provides:  more  available 
channels  for  precision  approaches,  expanded  operational  flexibility,  more  accurate  signal-in-space;  and 
reduced  susceptibility  to  a  wide  range  of  siting  problems.  These  benefits  will  increase  NAS  capacity, 
eliminate  existing  problems  with  the  current  precision  approach  system,  and  improve  safety.  Delaying 
funding  will  delay  MLS  benefits  until  well  beyond  the  year  2000  and  would  prevent  the  meeting  of 
international  commitments. 

Benefits:   Results  from  the  MLS  Evaluation/Demonstration  Program  indicated  the  following  benefits  can  be 
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achieved  by  implementing  MLS: 

o  Relief  from  ILS  frequency  congestion  and  FM  interference.  Results  from  a  N^assachusetts 
Institute  of  Technology  study  confinn  that  ELS  has  reached  the  limits  of  its  expansion  capability 
in  ten  major  metropolitan  areas  due  to  congestion  and  FM  radio  frequency  interference  on  the  ILS 
frequency  band  In  the  ten  major  areas,  less  than  50  percent  of  the  required  new  precision 
approaches  for  year  2000  could  be  satisfied  by  ILS  The  MLS  will  satisfy  all  of  the  requirements, 
as  its  frequency  band  offers  more  channels  than  ILS  and  is  not  located  adjacent  to  the  FM  band. 

0  Delay  reduction  Simulations  of  the  New  York.  Chicago,  and  San  Francisco  terminal  areas 
conducted  at  NASA/ Ames  indicate  that  a  significant  reduction  in  airline  delay  can  be  achieved  in 
areas  with  multiple  airports,  through  the  use  of  advanced  terminal  procedures  made  possible  b> 
MLS  (eg  curved  approaches)    Airline  savings  are  expected  to  be  $200-$300  million  per  year 

0  Additional  runwavs  instrumented  for  precision  approach  The  ILS  cannot  be  sited  at  some 
runways  due  to  terrain  considerations,  frequency  congestion  problems,  or  other  limitations  A 
detailed  technical  analysis  b\  air  traffic  control  experts  shows  the  capability  of  MLS  to  solve 
many  of  these  siting  problems  As  a  result.  CAT  I  MLS's  have  been  installed  at  2  sites  not 
possible  for  ILS:  runways  at  Chicago  (Midway)  and  New  York  (JFK),  and  are  scheduled  for 
installation  at  26  additional  sites  which  include  Andrews  Air  Force  Base.  Seattle  (SEATAC)  and 
Pullman-Moscow.  WA:  Anchorage.  Unalaska  (Dutch  Harbor).  Dillingham,  and  Unalakleei. 
Alaska,  and  Steamboat  Springs.  CO 

This  program  will  increase  capacity  and  safety,  and  decrease  delays  and  diverted  and  canceled  flights  The 
increased  capacity  will  strengthen  transpoRation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  The  linkage  between 
transportation  and  environmental  policy  will  be  strengthened  by  contributing  lo  aviation  fuel  sasings  via 
decreased  delays  Intermodalism  will  be  fostered  by  reducing  the  number  of  canceled  or  diverted  flights 
which  ensures  that  passengers  and  cargo  arrive  as  scheduled  to  link-up  with  other  modes  of  transportation 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  (SOOO) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)  -~  $29-».200.0 

FY  1994  Appropnated  ~                                              41.218  0 

H'  1995  Request  —                                              23.300  0 

Future  Requirement  _=z                                         382.000  0    ' 

Total  Various  $740.7180 


'  Future  funding  for  the  Precision  Landing  Svstems  programs  are  under  review  and  mav  be  revised 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

LxKaiions/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it\  Tasks  Qtiantin  ($000) 

Procure  for  Testing  Cat  Il/III 

Microwave  Landing  Systems  Various  $23,300.0 
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FAA  Technical  Center  -  Technical 
Building  Lease 

$5,290,000 

1 

56-19 

Basis  for  Request:  The  objective  of  the  FAA  Technical  Center  Improvement  Program  is  to  modernize  and 
consolidate  facilities  and  buildings,  to  reduce  costs,  and  to  increase  operating  efficiencv  The  improvement 
program  will  provide  modem  facilities  to  conduct  expanded  test  and  evaluation  functions  assigned  to  the 
Techmcal  Center  which  are  needed  to  accomplish  the  Capital  Investment  Plan 

Description  of  Problem  In  a  formal  agreement  between  the  Federal  A\iation  Administration  and  the 
Atlantic  Count)  Improsement  Authoritv.  a  20-year  lease/purchase  agreement  was  entered  into  for  building 
the  Center's  new  Technical  Building  The  building  was  completed  in  1980.  and  the  annual  cost  of  the  lease  is 
S5. 290.000 

Descnpiion  of  Solution    Provide  $5,290,000  for  the  Technical  Building  lease  for  F^'  1995. 

Benefits  The  Technical  Building  replaced  36  obsolete  and  widely  dispersed  World  War  II  vintage  temporan 
buildings  The  new  Technical  Building  provides  improved  efficiency,  lower  operating  costs,  and  expanded 
facilities  to  meet  future  research  requirements  This  program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  administration 
themes 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
F^'  1994  Appropriated 
n'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


Amount  ($000) 

$66.3720 
5.290.0 
5.290.0 


$76.9520 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activity  Tasks 
Lease  Pavinent 


Locations/ 
Quantin 

1 


Estimated  Cost 

(Soooi 

$5,290  0 


'  Lease  agreement  provides  for  20  year  lease  1982-2001 
All  work/services  to  be  performed  at  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Technical  Center  (ACT) 
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Utility  Plant  Modifications 

$1,200,000 

1 

56-19 

Basis  for  Request:  The  FAA  owns  and  operates  the  Test  and  Evaluation  facilities.  Research  and  Development 
(R&D)  facilities,  administrative  and  storage  facilities,  as  well  as  numerous  project  test  sites  To  support  these 
facilities  and  test  sites,  the  Center  must  keep  in  operating  order  the  Central  Utilities  Plant,  electrical  and 
water  distribution  svstems.  and  the  building  infrastructure. 

Description  of  Problem:  The  Central  Utilitv  Plant's  (CUP)  condenser  svstem  is  in  poor  condition  and  a  major 
en\ironmentaI  hazard  problem;  one  of  the  CUP's  refngeration  machines  is  bevond  repair.  The  electrical 
main  substation  needs  to  be  upgraded  and  expanded. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $1,200,000  to  provide  a  design  to  upgrade  the  condenser  svstem,  replace 
one  1.000  ton  chiller,  and  upgrade  the  main  substation. 

Benefits  The  modifications  will  ensure  the  controlled  reliable  operation  of  the  Technical  Center  by  replacing 
aged  mechanical  and  electncal  equipment  before  serious  problems  occur.  This  program  contributes  to 
achieving  all  five  admimstration  themes  . 

APPR0PR1.\T10N'  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  (SOOO) 


Appropnated  (n'  1982-1993) 
P»'  1994  Appropnated 
FV  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


$  8.450  0 
1.660.0 
1.200.0 

Sll.310.0 


'  Continuing  requirement  to  be  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis 

2  All  work/services  to  be  performed  at  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Technical  Center  (ACT). 
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COST  ESTINIATF  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Activin  Tasks  Locations/  Estimaied  Cosi 

Actixm  Tasks  Quanut^  ($ooo) 

1.  Condenser  System  Upgrade                                           _  «->nnA 

2.  Chjller  Replacement                                                     _  *™"J 

3.  Upgrade  Main  Electrical  Substauon                                _  j     " 
Total  Various  sJ^^ 
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NAS  Improvement  of  System  Support 
Laboratory 

$4,500,000 

1 

56-17 

Basis  for  Request:  To  establish  laborator>  en\iroiunents  required  to  support  the  testing,  integration,  and 
implementation  acti\ities  associated  with  the  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  deliverables  scheduled  for  the 
FAA  Technical  Center 

Description  of  Problem  The  CIP  identifies  deliver.-  of  various  computer  s)'stems  and  common  console 
displa>s  as  part  of  the  NAS  Modernization  Program  Accommodatjons  for  these  s> stems  require  exlensi\e 
modification  to  existing  laboratorv  enuronment  space,  fiber  optic  cabling,  as  well  as  expansion  of  the  current 
System  Support  Laboratory 

Description  of  Solution:  To  accommodate  new  systems  and  equipment,  the  Technical  Center  must  redesign 
and  reconstruct  the  laboratory  en\ironment  The  Technical  Center  Transition  Plan  identifies  in  detail  the 
multitude  of  site  preparation  acti\ities  currently  planned  for  the  year  1995  The  new  systems  expected  to  be 
implemented,  integrated,  and  interfaced  into  the  Systems  Support  Laboratory  beginiung  in  the  1995  lime 
frame  include: 

Common  Consoles.  49  additional 

Terminal  Doppler  Weather  Radar  (TD\VR) 

Weather  Message  Switching  Center  Replacement  (WMSCR) 

Accommodations  for  these  systems  require  extensive  modification  to  existing  laboratory  en\ironmenl  space. 
The  accomplishment  of  the  NAS  Laboratory  modernization  will  ensure  that  CIP  systems  and  equipment  can 
be  successfully  implemented,  tested,  and  integrated  into  the  NAS. 

Benefits  The  establishment  of  the  latest  state-of-the-an  laboratory  environment  to  support  the 
implementation,  testing,  and  integration  of  new  NAS  systems  prior  to  their  delixery  to  the  various  FAA  field 
sites.  This  program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  administration  themes 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (H'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FV  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


Locations 

1 
I 


Amount  (S000> 

$18,053.1 
3,0000 
4,500.0 


$25,553.1 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  sitiiations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Actixift  Tasks  Ouantin  ($000) 

Integration/Implementation  of  NAS 

Laboraioo  —  $4,500.0 
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Technical  Center  Facilities 

$9,000,000 

1 

56-17 

Basis  for  Request:  To  pro\ide  for  harduare  and  software  maintenance  and  operations  costs;  software 
licensing  fees;  and  other  costs  associated  with  operating  the  Technical  Center's  multi-user  facilities  which  are 
engaged  in  the  support  of  F&E  projects. 

Description  of  Problem  The  Technical  Center  operates  a  large  Iaborator\'  complex  where  development  and 
operational  lesi  and  e\aluation  (OT&E)  actiMties  are  conducted  supporting  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP) 
programs  These  laboratories  provide  around  the  clock  support  of  operations  for  all  en  route  and  terminal  air 
traffic  control  (ATC)  facilities  throughout  the  nation  Within  this  complex  resides  the  air  traffic  control 
simulation  facilities  where  dynamic  simulations  are  conducted  in  support  of  CIP  programs  The  Human 
Factors  Laboraiorv  studies  the  validity .  operational  effectiveness,  and  impact  of  advanced  technologies  on  the 
air  traffic  controller  and  maintenance  technician  These  facilities  are  maintained  and  supported  in  order  to 
meet  mandated  objectives  associated  with  the  CIP  and  the  day-to-day  operation  of  the  ATC  system 

Without  funding,  the  Technical  Center  will  be  unable  to  support  the  development  and  implementation  of 
various  elements  of  the  CIP  These  facilities  are  instrumental  in  the  implementation  of  the  majority  of  the 
CIP  projects  with  special  emphasis  on  the  advanced  automation  system  (AAS)  which  requires  extensive 
OT&E  The  Technical  Center  has  been  tasked  with  the  OT&E  of  all  segments  of  the  AAS  including  the 
initial  sector  suites  systems  (ISSS)  and  its  supporting  equipment  such  as  the  peripheral  adapter  module 
replacement  item  (PAMRl)  and  the  voice  switching  and  control  system  (VSCS)  These  facilities  also  support 
hardv\are  and  software  development  programs  and  ATC  simulation  scenario  development  which  are  essential 
elements  in  the  ISSS  implementation  process  and  human  factors  research. 


Description  of  Solution: 
adequately  maintained. 


Provide  the  level  of  suppon  required  to  ensure  that  the  laboratory  complex  is 


Benefits:  This  suppon  is  necessary  to  the  successftil  development  and  implementation  of  various  elements  of 
the  CIP.  In  addition,  the  ATC  field  facilities  suppon  mission  will  continue  throughout  the  transition  from 
today's  system  to  the  ftill  implementation  of  AAS.  This  program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five 
administration  themes. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amouni  (SOOO) 

Appropnated  (FY  1982-1993)  „  j  ^ 

FY    99    Appropnated  _ 

F\  1995  Request  j 

Future  Requirement  

Total 


9,000  0 

J  $32.7000 

COST  ESTIMATF  OF  WORK  TO  RE  FUNDED  THIS  YF  AR 

.  ^    ,  Locations/  Esumaied  Cost 

^""•"^  Tasks  Quanut^  ($000, 

Laboratory  Operations  and  Maintenance  1  j9  qqq  q 


The  project  is  ongoing,  funding  requirements  determined  annually 
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Technical  Center  Test  Equipment 

$300,000 

1 

56-18 

Basis  for  Request:  To  provide  funding  for  new  equipment  to  support  the  test  equipment  program  at  the  FAA 
Technical  Center. 

Description  of  Problem:  To  provide  funds  to  assure  the  availabilit>  of  test  equipment  as  current  as  the 
electronic  s>siems  being  tested  or  developed  at  the  Technical  Center.  This  includes  all  technical  programs, 
facilities  and  the  test  equipment  facititv . 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  S300.000  for  the  purchase  of  new  test  equipment. 

Benefits:  This  will  eliminate  costiv  and  e.Mensive  delays  in  Technical  Center  programs  when  funding  is  not 
available  for  required  lest  equipment,  provide  for  a  loaner  pool  of  high  demand  equipment,  or  to  replace 
failed  units  temporarily,  and  maintain  a  state-of-the-art  facility  to  accomplish  in-house  repair/calibration  and 
quality  control  of  contractor  services. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FV  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  ($000) 

S4810 

0.0 

300.0 


$7810 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activitv  Tasks 
TesiEquipmett 


Locations/ 
Ouantil\ 

I 


Estimated  Cost 
ffOOO) 

S300.0 


'  This  protect  will  have  continuing  requiremenu  and  will  be  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis. 
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Precision  Automated  Tracking  System 
(PATS) 

$1,400,000 

1 

56-16 

Basis  for  Request  Procuremeni  of  a  "bare-bones"  PATS  is  underway  with  FY  1994  funding  Addiuonal 
FY  1995  funding  is  required  to  execute  priced  options  in  the  initial  procurement  so  that  the  vanous 
enhancements  necessar>  for  a  complete  system  can  be  funded. 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  Funding  of  $2,100,000  for  FY  1994  will  allow  procurement  of  a  "bare-bones"  PATS 
but  will  not  allow  for  the  execution  of  priced  options  for  enhancements  such  as  ground  to  air  telemetr\.  on- 
site  data  plotting  and  display,  remote  designate  capability  from  an  acquisition  device  or  other  tracking  system, 
additional  real-time  data  processing  capabilities,  and  a  support  vehicle  for  off-base  operations 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  Proxide  $1,400,000  to  allow  for  the  execution  of  priced  options  in  the  F^'  1994 
PATS  procurement  This  will  allow  for  the  complete  s>siem  necessary  to  support  the  implementation  of 
adsanced  technology  systems  which  would  improve  the  efficiency  of  the  NAS 

Benefits  The  capability  to  full>  enable  the  FAA  to  lest  and  verily  the  accuracy  and  reliability  of  the  next 
generation  of  aviation  na\igation  and  landing  systems,  including  global  positioning  system  (GPS),  microwave 
landing  system  (MLS),  and  traffic  collision  avoidance  system  (TCAS)  The  resulting  improvement  in 
efficiency  of  the  NAS  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropnated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FS'  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  ($000) 

S         0.0 

2.100.0 
1,400.0 

OO 

$3,500.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  "yEAR 


Activity  Tasks 
PATS  procurement 


Locations/ 
Quantit>- 

1 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$1,400.0 


F&E-21 


1258 


FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

fAIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND^ 


Sxtigtt 

TUfe: 

|»«|U«fc 

%MmOaB^ 

Cff 

1E07 

CAM!  Infrastructure  -  Improvement 

$2,900,000 

1 

56-30 

Basis  for  Request:  Current  infrastructure  components  of  the  Ci\il  Aeromedica]  Institute  (CAM!)  have 
become  dangerous,  obsolete,  or  unusable  jeopardizing  CAMI's  abilit>  to  meet  its  mission 

Description  of  Problem:  Because  of  old.  dangerous,  or  unusable  equipment  CAMl  is  unable  to  meet  its 
mission  of  perfomung  testing  and  development  work  to  evaluate  human  function  and  life  protective 
equipment  in  the  civil  aviation  environment  Three  facilities  within  CAM!,  the  h>pobar!c  chamber,  the 
aircraft  cabin  evacuation  facilit>  (ACEF).  and  the  highbay  crashworthiness  facility .  are  in  need  of  renovation 
or  replacement  in  order  to  restore  the  testing  capabilities  needed  to  support  programs  within  Aviation 
Medicine.  Aircraft  Certification.  Flight  Standards.  Rulemaking,  and  the  OfiTice  of  Accident  Investigation 

For  FY  1995.  the  ACEF  will  be  renovated  to  allow  for  the  study  of  evacuation  issues  related  to  wide  body, 
dual  aisle  passenger  aircraft.  This  facility  will  be  needed  when  the  FAA  faces  critical  certification  issues  for 
new  passenger  aircraft  currently  under  design  and  entering  service  during  the  latter  half  of  this  decade.  Also 
in  FY  1995.  improvements  will  be  made  to  the  highbay  crashworthiness  area  of  CAMl.  These  improvements 
are  necessary  to  address  critical  safety  and  industrial  hygiene  problems,  and  to  allow  CAM!  to  meet  the 
crashworthiness  testing  and  analysis  requirements  associated  with  amendments  made  to  the  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations  made  in  1988. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  second  year  funding  of  $2,900,000  for  the  modernization  of  the  CAMl 
infrastructure  These  fiinds  will  be  used  to  provide  needed  capability  to  the  ACEF  and  to  correct  safety 
problems  in  the  highbay  crashworthiness  area. 

Benefits:  Installation  of  needed  equipment  in  the  ACEF  will  provide  the  FAA  with  a  needed  testing 
capability  to  address  certification  issues  associated  with  new,  wide  body  aircraft  currently  being  designed 
Improvements  to  the  highbay  will  correct  safety  and  industrial  hygiene  deficiencies  in  the  current  facilities 
Both  projects  provide  capabilities  needed  to  support  programs  in  the  Aircraft  Certification  Service  and  the 
Flight  Standards  Service. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (FY'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


Locations 
I 

i 


Amount  ($000) 

$     0.0 

1.400.0 

2.900.0 

600.0 


$4,900.0 
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COST  ESTTMAT-p  OF  WORK  Tf)  Ri;  FUNDED  THTs  VF  AP 

Acting  Ta..k.  ^^  Esunu..ed  Cos, 
Quanmi  ($000) 

Renovate  ACEF  and  highbay 

crashwonhiness  facilm  i 

'  $2,900.0 
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jm- 

^muf^ 

2A01 

Long  Range  Radar  (LRR)  Program  - 
Replace/Establish 

$21,100,000 

Various 

24-15 

Basis  for  Request:  The  en  route  air  traffic  control  s>stem  relies  on  long  range  radar  (LRR)  s>'stems  for 
aircraft  nio\ement  data  to  ensure  safe  operations  and  proper  aircraft  separation  The  long  range  radars  also 
provide  for  the  defense  of  U.S.  borders  and  assist  in  drug  interdiction  efforts  The  LRR  replacement 
program  is  a  muliiyear  program  funded  50/50  by  the  FAA  and  the  Air  Force  as  stated  in  an  imerageno. 
agreement  signed  in  1984.  The  agreement  provides  a  way  to  replace  obsolete  FAA  air  route  surveillance 
radars  (ARSR-1/2)  and  Air  Force  long  range  radar  FPS-20/60  series  at  39  operational  joint-use  facilities 
with  the  air  route  surveillance  radar.  Model  4  (ARSR-4).  The  program  also  provides  one  ARSR-4  at  a 
training  and  field  support  facility.  The  field  support  facility  will  include  a  computer  capability  to  analyze 
radar  performance  and  to  provide  software  support  and  enhancements  A  total  of  40  ARSR-4  systems  will 
be  produced,  installed,  and  commissioned. 

Description  of  Problem  The  current  ARSR-1/2  and  military  primary  radars  (FPS-20/60)  at  Joint-use  sites 
are  1950  vintage  vacuum-tube  equipment  These  radars  are  difficult  and  expensive  to  support  logisticallv . 
and  thev  do  not  provide  state-of-the-art  performance.  In  addition,  eight  of  the  existing  locations  are  at  sites 
that  do  not  provide  optimal  air  traffic  control  operational  surveillance  coverage 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $1 1.100,000  to  ftind  FAA's  portion  of  the  LRR  replacement  program  in 
FY  1995  The  funds  will  be  used  for  regional  site  preparation  activities  for  systems  purchased  with  previous 
funding  Provide  S  10.000.000  to  complete  procurement,  site  preparation,  and  construction  of  the  Lonng 
AFB,  Maine,  long  range  radar. 

Benefits:  The  jointly-developed  program  to  replace  JSS  radars  with  new  three-dimensional  radars  will 
significantiv  reduce  maintenance  workload  and  logistics  costs,  resolve  problems  relating  to  non-availability 
of  spare  pans  required  bv  the  older  radars,  extend  coverage  from  200  to  250  nautical  ntiles,  and  improve 
detection  in  air  traffic  clutter.  Accurate  aircraft  position  information  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  safe 
separation  of  aircraft.  This  program  will  contribute  to  providing  controllers  with  this  information,  and 
thereby  will  support  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


ARSR  Replace 
Locations 

40 


40 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$329,641.0 
30,417.0 
21,100.0 
22.0000 

S403. 158.0 
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COST  ESTIMATF  OF  WORK  TO  BF  F1  rNDED  THIS  YF  AR 
Acmi^  Tasks  "^  Esuma.edCos. 


Long  Range  Radar  -  Replace:  Site  Various 

preparaiion  and  construction 


($000) 

$n. 100.0 


2      Long  Range  Radar  -  Establish    Site  1  looonn 

preparation  and  construction  ' 

^°'^'  \ahous  $2L100.0 
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8ad[f«t 

figs: 

•mr- 

B^- 

itsasse^/ 

or 

2A02 

ARSR-3  Leap  Frog  Program 

$2,000,000 

1 

24-15 

Basis  for  Request:  Under  the  FAA/Air  Force  Radar  Replacement  (FARR)  Program,  10  ARSR-3  radars  will 
be  replaced  b>  ARSR-4  three  dimensional  radars  at  joint  suneillance  s>stem  (JSS)  sites  The  replaced 
ARSR-3  radars,  including  the  towers,  will  then  be  used  to  replace  older  radars  at  otlier  sites  This  program 
provides  for  a  further  upgrade  of  the  ARSR  s>stem  with  attendant  lower  maintenance  costs. 

Description  of  Problem:  The  removal  and  relocation  of  the  ARSR-3  assets  is  not  funded  under  the  jomt 
FAA/USAF  FARR  program  Costs  include  training  and  site  preparation  at  the  new  ARSR-3  sites  plus 
dismantling,  overhaul/refurbishment,  shipping,  and  reinstallation  of  the  radars  and  towers  The  ARSR-3 
radar  will  be  reinstalled  with  onl\  minimal  service  interruptions,  i  e.,  an  in-service  replacement  is  planned. 
Commissioning  flight  checks  and  shakedown  testing  must  also  be  funded. 

Description  of  Solution    Provide  $2,000,000  in  FY  1995  for  removal  and  relocation  of  1  ARSR-3  radar 

Benefits  The  ARSR-3  leapfrog  provides  a  mimmal  cost  upgrade  for  10  ARSR  sites.  Accurate  aircraft 
position  information  is  necessary  to  ensure  the  safe  separation  of  aircraft  This  program  will  contribute  to 
providing  controllers  with  this  information,  and  therebv  will  support  the  safetv  of  our  transportation  svstem 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


ARSR  Replace 
Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropnaied  (F\'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FV'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


2 
0 

_7 
10 


$5,000.0 

0.0 

2,000,0 

27.600.0 

$34,6000 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activity  Tasks 
Relocation/Services 


Locations/ 
Quantity 

1 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$2,0000 


f 
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•mt:  -^^ 

PM«a* 

looM^msi 

OP 

2A03 

Radar  Microwave  Link  (RML)  System 
Replacement/Expansion 

$8,000,000 

Various 

23-03,  45-05 
45-06 

Basis  for  Reouesl:  The  FAA  is  responsible  for  operating  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  air  route  traffic 
control  centers  (ARTCC's)  and  other  en  route  and  terminal  support  facilities  to  provide  air  traffic  control 
(ATC)  services  as  established  by  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  To  accomplish  this  responsibility,  the 
FAA  must  provide  communications  services  to  support  critical,  essential,  and  routine  operations  The  radio 
communications  link  (RCL)  network  provides  technically  responsive,  cost-effective,  and  timely  interfacility 
transmission  services  as  a  major  element  of  the  overall  NAS  communications  services  requirement. 

The  RCL  Nenvork  consists  of  three  pans  The  RCL  Backbone  network,  low  density  radio  communications 
link  (LDRCL).  and  routing  and  circuit  restoral  (RCR)  The  RCL  backbone  network  establishes  independent 
ARTCC  to  ARTCC  transmission  links.  LDRCL  provides  systems  for  low  transmission  capacity 
requirements,  and  RCR  provides  automated  routing  and  circuit  restoral  functions  The  RCL  Backbone 
Network  was  completed  in  FY  1993. 

Description  of  Problem  The  existing  mi.v  of  leased  service  and  FAA  owned  transmission  facilities  does  not 
provide  the  availability,  performance,  or  capability  necessary  to  meet  NAS  operational  requirements 
Funhermor.  the  RML  equipment  not  yet  replaced  is  outdated,  labor  intensive,  and  increasingly 
difTiculi/expensive  to  support  logistically .  This,  combined  with  the  fact  that  e.visting  leased  services  do  not 
provide  the  network  diversity  required  to  meet  the  critical  NAS  service  availability  requirements,  points  to  a 
need  for  new  systems  to  supplement  the  existing  interfacility  communications  system  architecture 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $3,000,000  to  continue  the  purchase  and  installation  of  RCR  equipment 
on  the  Backbone  network  RCR  equipment  provides  automated  digital  switching  for  rapid  rerouting  and 
restoral  of  operational  circuits  in  the  event  of  an  interruption  or  failure  Provide  $5,000,000  to  continue  the 
procurement  of  LDRCL  systems  needed  to  replace  facilities  with  obsolete,  outdated  RML  equipment  This 
equipment  will  enable  the  FAA  to  reduce  its  reliance  on  leased  services,  improve  communications  reliability 
and  availability,  and  provide  the  network  diversity  needed  for  essential  air  traffic  communications. 

Benefits:  The  RCL  network  will  provide  significant  economic  and  operational  benefits  When  used  in 
conjunction  with  low  density  RCL  and  routing  and  circuit  restoral  (RCR),  the  RCL  network  will  be  able  to 
carry  voice  and  data  traffic  that  otherwise  would  require  thousands  of  leased  lines  costing  millions  of  dollars 
each  year  Operationally .  reliability  will  be  enhanced,  a  high  level  of  system  availability  will  be  provided, 
and  automatic  service  restoral  in  cases  of  interrupted  or  failed  transmission  will  be  possible,  making  the 
RCL  network  a  key  element  in  the  FAA's  ongoing  effort  to  improve  the  efficiency  and  safety  of  the  NAS 
The  reliability  of  communications  between  air  traffic  controllers  and  pilots  is  vital  to  the  safe  operation  of 
the  air  traffic  control  sysieiq  By  contributing  to  the  FAA  communications  network,  this  program  will 
support  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)                                             908 
FY  1994  Appropriated                                                         — 
FY  1995  Request                                                                 — 
Future  Requirement                                                             — 

$277,830.0 

10.500.0 

8.000.0 

Total                                                                                 908 

$296,330.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 
Actixin  Tasks                                                              Ouantit\ 

Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

Cenirallv  Procured  Equipment/Sen  ices  for: 

LDRCL                                                                        — 
RCR                                                                             _ 

Total                                                                       Various 

$5,000.0 

3.0000 

$8,000.0 

Future  requirements  uill  be  based  on  acti\it>  le\els  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis. 
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^^^5!^^ff"^W»w 


,       ,i!.iiNiijii 


Ba«lt«t 


USE- 


gcaaaf: 


'  tap 


2A04 


Next  Generation  Weather  Radar 
(NEXRAD)  -  Provide 


$62,000,000 


Various 


24-16 


Basis  for  Request  The  Next  Generation  Weather  Radar  program  will  establish  an  aviation  weather  radar 
network  that  provides  accurate  precipitation  reflecti\it> ,  wind  velocitv.  and  turbulence  indication  data 
Doppler  weather  radar  svsiems  will  be  deployed  in  the  continental  US  and  overseas  Software  algorithms 
will  also  be  furnished  to  take  advantage  of  the  improved  radar  presentation  of  weather  data 

Description  of  Problem  Present  systems  can  only  detect  and  display  the  location  and  intensity  of 
precipitation,  but  do  not  provide  an>  altitude  information  The  presence,  location,  and  altitude  of  such 
hazardous  weather  phenomena  as  thunderstorms,  downbursts.  windshear.  and  hail  are  not  adequatel> 
determined. 

Descnption  of  Solution:  Provide  $62,000,000  to  continue  the  Iri-agency  procurement  of  the  NEXRAD 
system  The  fiinding  will  cover  FAA's  share  of  NEXRAD  costs  through  the  Joint  Systems  Program  Office 
and  will  provide  for  equipment,  site  acquisition  deployment,  and  integrated  logistics  support  Funding  will 
also  cover  the  F^'  1993  Congressional  direction  to  accelerate  delivenes  in  Hawaii  and  Alaska  as  well  as 
acquire  an  additional  NEXRAD  for  Hawaii  In  addition,  funding  will  cover  continued  technical  and 
engineenng  support  and  region/center  implementation  costs  These  radars  will  provide  en  route  weather 
detection  needs  for  the  FAA.  National  Weather  Service,  and  the  US  Air  Force 

Benefits  The  NEXRAD's  doppler  capability  and  improved  reliability  and  accuracy  will  improve  safety  and 
reduce  weather-related  delavs  due  to  better  detection  and  characterization  of  hazardous  weather  phenomena 
This  program  will  increase  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system  In  addition,  through  decreased  system 
delays,  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  will  be  strengthened,  as  will  the  linkage 
beroeen  transponation  and  environmental  policy  through  savings  in  aviation  fuel  consumption 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropnated  (F^'  1982-1993) 
P>'  1994  Appropnated 
F^'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Locations 

105 
II 


116 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$164,0467 
53,600.0 
62,0000 
19,000.0 

$298,646  7 


'  A  total  of  1 15  shared  facilities  (FAA's  dollar  share  is  20  percent)  are  being  acquired  under  an 
incrementallv  fiinded  contract  administered  by  the  Department  of  Commerce,  NOAA   One  FAA  NEXRAD 
is  for  the  southern  flank  of  the  big  island  of  Hawaii  in  accordance  with  FY  1993  congressional  direction. 
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COST  ESTIMATF  OF  WQRK  TO  BF  n  rNPED  THIS  YF  AR 

tfuanut)  ($000) 

1     JSPO/NEXRAD  Systems                                                _  c^o.nnn 

2.  FAA  NEXRAD  System                                                  _  1600  0 

3.  Technical/Engineenng  Suppon                                     _  ,'!?:„ 

4.  Regions/Center                                                              _.  .''^ 
Total                                                                                -^  '0.0000 

$62,000.0 


F&E-30 


1267 


FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

TAIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


Baittt 
jtero: 

V^- 

R"l«<fi6: 

toc^Mo: 

Off 

2A05 

Air  Traffic  Control  En  Route  Radar 
Facilities  Improvements 

$8,898,000 

Various 

44-39,  44-40, 
44-42,  44-43, 
44-48,46-16 
56-41 

Basis  for  Requesi  The  en  route  surveillance  radar  s>stems  pro\ide  the  means  for  determining  positions  in 
the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS) 

Descnplion  of  Problem:  The  en  route  surveillance  and  beacon  facilities  not  being  replaced  by  the  long 
range  radar  program  require  improvements  and/or  modifications  to  correct  existing  deficiencies  and  install 
staie-of-the-an  equipment  In  addition,  a  continuing  effort  is  required  to  resolve  problems  unique  to  certain 
radar  sites  and/or  common  to  the  entire  radar  system. 

Description  of  Solution  The  F^'  1995  funding  request  will  continue  a  muliiyear  program  to  replace 
radomes  at  en  route  facilities  to  accommodate  larger  Mode-S  en  route  antennas  and  necessarv  support  to 
solve  en  route  radar  facility  operational  problems 

Benefits  The  planned  modifications  will  impro\e  safety,  reduce  operating  costs,  and  provide  greater 
efficiency  in  en  route  air  traffic  control  and  facility  maintenance  operations 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  (SOOO) 


Appropriated  (n'  1982-1993) 
Pi'  1994  Appropnated 
r\'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Toul 


$129,6260 
5.4000 
8.8980 


Various 


$143,924.0 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it\  Tasks                                                                 Quantin  ($000) 

1.  Replace  Radomes  &  Modifv  Towers                                —  $8,000.0 

2.  En  Route  Radar  In-Service  Engineering                       ^^  898.0 

Total                                                                            Various  $8.8980 
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:-:;>-::-:ii!-:-:>*:i-:-y>:;::::Avv:::::;::.>:::::::;:.::;:i:::f;o:.:^ 

m<>fmf^y^tf^ 

IttflKfV 

2A06 

Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS) 

$36,400,000 

Various 

21-12 

Sec  Narratixe  Justificaiion  for  Budget  Item  No:   IA02 
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Suitcet 

R«W*f: 

CO" 

2A07      En  Route  Software  Development  and 
Integration  Support 

$10,300,000 

Various 

41-21 

Basis  for  Request  Contractor  support  is  required  for  the  analysis,  coding,  testing,  integration,  and 
implementation  of  NAS  software  packages  to  correct  operational  problems  and  pro%ide  s>'stem 
enhancements  FAA  \m11  require  contractor  support  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  to  update,  integrate,  and 
implement  software  delivered  with  present  and  future  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  projects 

Description  of  Problem  FAA  requirements  for  software  services  exceed  in-house  capabilities  After  new 
systems  and  new  software  become  operational,  problems  arise  that  must  be  corrected,  and  se\eral  CIP 
projects  will  deliver  software  packages  requinng  integration  and  implementation  into  the  NAS  system. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $10,300,000  for  contract  support  for  the  development  and  implementation 
of  NAS  software  This  support  will  consist  of  software  development  to  correct  deficiencies  and  add 
enhancements  to  the  NAS  as  well  as  implement  and  integrate  functional  software  developed  by  several 
contractors  as  part  of  other  N.AS  projects  Specific  items  that  will  be  funded  by  the  F^'  1995  request 
include  technical  support  for  system  builds.  FAAAC  training  support,  central  software  support,  conflict 
resolution  ad\isor\  (CRA)  software  upgrades:  and  center  radar  ARTS  presentation  (CENRAP)  into  the 
A4ecl.4  release  for  the  en  route  Host  software 

Benefits.  The  benefits  include  greater  safety  and  controller  productivity .  Contractor  support  will  result  in 
fewer  dela\s  in  the  operational  release  of  many  national  air  traffic  control  operational  software 
improvements  and  ensure  that  the  software  will  continue  to  meet  current  operational  requirements  By 
coninbuting  to  an  increase  in  the  capacity  and  efficiency  of  the  air  traffic  control  system,  this  program  will 
strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  the  economy  These  enhancements  will  help  to  decrease 
system  delays  which  will  save  aviation  fuel,  thereby  strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and 
environmental  policy. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$55,221.9 

7,000.0 

10.300.0 

94.778. 1 

$167,300.0 
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COST  ESTIMATF  OF  WORK  TO  RF  FUNDED  THIS  VFAB 

Activin  Tasks  ^T.f  EsumatedCosi 

Quanut>  (SOOO) 

Software  De\elopmeni,  Documenution. 

and  Implementation  Varim.c 

vanous  $10,300.0 
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mm 

H*''''' 

VfMkMI^' 

H<«««fMy 

2A08 

Weather  and  Radar  Processor 
(WARP)  (formerly  Meteorological 
Weather  Processor  (MWP)  II) 

$4,700,000 

Various 

43-02 

Basis  for  Request  The  Weather  Radar  Processor  (WARP)  is  required  to  pro\ide  accurate,  reliable, 
information  on  current  and  forecast  weather  conditions  to  air  traffic  controllers/specialists,  traffic 
management  specialists,  and  meteorologists  in  order  to  accomplish  their  mission  of  safe  and  cGTicieni 
regulation  of  the  NAS.  Information  is  required  regarding  area  weather  in  order  to  avoid  se\'ere  weather, 
optimize  flight  routing,  anticipate  the  need  for  metering  and  destination  changes,  and  to  allow  pilots  of 
aircraft  in-flight  to  select  alternative  jet  routes  and  flight  levels 

Description  of  Problem:  Accurate  weather  information  is  a  critical  component  of  providing  safe  and 
efficient  operation  of  the  NAS  WARP  will  furnish  air  route  traffic  control  center  (ARTCC)  controllers  and 
center  weather  service  unit  (CWSU)  meteorologists  with  weather  radar  and  graphics  data  in  order  to 
provide  timelv  weather  advisories  for  safe  and  efficient  air  traffic  control  Certain  deflciencies  in  the 
present  svstem  have  been  identifled.  including  inaccurate  weather  data  on  controllers'  scopes,  lack  of 
composite/mosaic  radar  for  controllers,  the  lack  of  interfaciiitv  access  to  radar  mosaics,  the  lack  of 
interfaces  with  advanced  weather  sensors,  and  the  inabilitv  to  allow  plotting  and  processing  of  gndded 
upper  air  winds  and  temperature  forecast  data.  Further  capabilities  are  required  to  correct  these 
deficiencies. 

Description  of  Solution  WARP  will  be  a  procured  svstem  to  replace  the  present  Meteorological  Weather 
Processor  (M\VT)  1  and  provide  weather  directly  to  air  traffic.  WARP  will  add  new  capabilities  to  address 
the  whole  center  weather  requirement  In  FY  1995,  $4,700,000  is  required  to  award  the  WARP  contract 
This  will  begin  dev  elopment  of  new  capabiliiv  and  provide  limited  production  s>  stems  for  dev  elopment  and 
testing.  Accurate  weather  will  be  provided  to  controllers'  displays  using  NEXRAD.  Funding  of  these 
activities  is  required  to  meet  testing  dates  with  AAS  to  provide  weather  on  the  Initial  Sector  Suite  Svstem 
(ISSS). 

Benefits:  Funding  of  these  activities  will  provide  timely  weather  data  acquisition  and  dissemination 
capability  to  ensure  safe  air  traffic  control.  WARP  will  provide  timely  weather  data  acquisition  and 
dissemination  capability  to  ensure  safe  air  traffic  control.  WARP  provides  for  full  FAA  usage  of  NEXRAD. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locauons  Aitiouni  rSOOO> 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)  _ 

F^'  1 994  Appropnated  

FY  1995  Request  ~ 

Future  Requirement  23 

23 

COST  ESTIMATF.  OF  WORK  TO  RE  FUNDED  THIS  YFAR 


Total 


Activin  Tasks 


I      WARP  Contract 


Loca''ons/  Estimated  Cost 

Q'^''^  (SOOO) 


2      Support/engineering  .""  ^^^nnn 

Tnl:jl  l.ZOO  0 

^°'"  Vanous  sXj^ 


^  In  FY  1994.  this  program  was  a  pan  of  the  Central  Weather  Processor  program 
Future  requirements  are  predicated  on  sausfactoi>  completion  of  limited  production  testing 
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Hflr  "' 

\  Bcaoi-' 

^jKttkmK 

2A09 

Aeronautical  Data  Link  (ADL) 
Applications 

$15,000,000 

Various 

23-05,  63-05 

Basis  for  Request:  Increased  air  traffic  and  the  qualit>  of  available  data  on  the  ground  have  strained  the 
capabilit>  of  s>stems  thai  rely  on  voice  communjcations.  This  program  pro\ides  the  infrastructure  to 
inierconneci  information  on  the  ground  with  systems  to  transmit  the  data  to  the  aircraft  and  develops  the 
necessary  applications  and  protocols  to  utilize  the  link  effectively,  thereby  decreasing  the  reliance  on  voice 
communications  Programs  such  as  the  advanced  automation  system  (AAS).  terminal  air  traffic  control 
automation  (TATCA)  and  airport  movement  area  safety  s>stem  (AMASS)  require  the  communications 
functionality  provided  by  the  ADL  program  for  domestic  and  oceanic  air  traffic  control  (ATC)  data  link 
services. 

Descnption  of  Problem  There  is  no  system  currently  in  the  national  airspace  system  (NAS)  which  ties 
together  the  data  link  capabilities  inherent  in  satellite.  Mode  S.  and  VHF  air-ground  data  transmission 
systems  with  the  NAS  ground  data  sources  There  is  also  no  NAS  element  in  place  to  suppon  the  planned 
international  data  communications  network  for  the  transfer  of  aeronautical  information,  both  ground- 
ground  and  air-ground  In  addition,  data  link  services  need  to  be  defined,  developed,  and  implemented  to 
supplement  the  cunent  \oice-based  air-ground  communications  system. 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $15,000,000  for  the  eighth  year  of  a  multiyear  program  to  establish  data 
link  capabilities  within  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS).  Work  to  be  funded  in  FY  1995  includes 
( 1 )  continuation  of  de\  elopment  of  Phase  II  Data  Link  Processor  software;  (2)  start  of  the  initial  phases  of 
integration  testing  of  Aeronautical  Telecommunications  Network  (ATN)  routing  functions;  (3)  continued 
suppon  for  Tower  Data  Link  Systems  (TDLS)  and  digiul  Automatic  Terminal  Information  Service  (ATIS); 
(4)  continued  development  of  software  and  related  hardware  to  provide  ATN  interface  and  ATC 
fiinaionalitv  for  Host  Computer  Systems  for  initial  data  link  capabilities  including  transfer  of 
communication,  altitude  assignment,  message  text,  and  free  te.vt  information  exchange  [between  pilot  and 
controller) 

Benefits:  Dau  link  senices  will  enhance  safety  b>  allowing  direct  pilot  access  to  weather  and  ATC 
information  and  by  reducing  communications  erron.  Pilot  and  controller  workload  will  be  reduced.  FAA 
incorporation  of  the  ATN  will  suppon  the  worldwide  use  of  common  data  link  avionics  and  suppon  the 
evolution  to  common  operational  procedures  across  terminal,  en  route,  and  oceanic  airspace.  Programs 
such  as  AAS.  TATCA  and  AMASS  will  have  the  required  data  link  communications  infrastructure  for 
domestic  and  oceaitic  ATC  data  link  services. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Total 

Activin  1                      Activirv  2  Amoum  fSOOO) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)                         $1,700  0                     $69,241.0  $70.9410 

FY  1994  Appropnated                                      1.700.0                         19.900.0  21^600  0 

FY  1995  Request                                                     0.0                         15,000.0  15.000  0 

Future  Requirement                                            '                                     2  113  800  0 

Total                                                               $3,400.0                     $104,141.0  $221.3410 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it\  Tasks                                                              Quantin  ($ooo) 

Central!)  Procured  Equipment  and  Services                   Various  $15,000.0 


Future  year  de^elopmenl  requirements  have  not  yet  been  defined 
*  Future  year  procurement  requirements  have  not  yet  been  defined 
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n*-- 

2A10 

En  Route  Automation  Equipment  - 
Improve/Sustain 

$4,000,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  En  route  automation  hardware  and  software  upgrades  are  needed  to  increase  system 
reliabilit>  and  enhance  air  trafTic  control  center  (ARTCC)  operations  until  replacement  by  the  advanced 
automation  s\stem  (AAS). 

Description  of  Problem:  The  display  channel  is  the  primarj'  processor  for  the  planned  \iew  displays  (PVDs) 
and  suffers  significant  downtime.  Components  are  not  axailable  for  standard  replacements  and  must  be 
"re\erse"  engineered  in  order  to  perform  repairs. 

The  direct  access  radar  channel  (DARC)  system  is  an  alternate  route  for  the  processing  of  radar  data 
displayed  on  a  PVD  and  is  required  in  the  event  that  either  the  host  or  the  displa>  channel  become  non- 
operational.  Therefore,  the  DARC  system  requires  companion  upgrades  for  upgrades  installed  in  the  Host 
s>siem  in  order  to  maintain  its  integrity  as  a  full  safety  backup  to  the  Host  svstem.  In  addition,  hardware 
components  of  the  DARC  s>siem  require  upgrades.  These  efforts  include  circuit  board  upgrades, 
replacement  of  DARC  disc  drives  with  a  higher  density  version,  and  additional  displays 

These  s>  sterns  must  continue  to  be  upgraded  until  the  introduction  of  the  Ad\'anced  Automation  System. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $4,000,000  to  upgrade  software  and  hardware  capabilities  for  en  route 
display  channels  and  the  DARC  system. 

Benefits:  Software  upgrades  to  the  DARC  will  allow  for  a  full)  ftmctional  back  up  to  the  host  or  display 
channel  in  the  event  either  a  host  or  display  channel  of  a  svstem  fails.  New  equipment  will  improve 
reliabilitv  and  enhance  the  svstem  capability  This  program  will  support  the  safety  of  our  transportation 
sv'Stem. 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$  18.718.2 

4,000.0 

4.0000 

19.400  0 

$46.118  2 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Actixirv  Tasks  Quantit\  ($000) 

1.     Software  Upgrades  and  Replacement 

Components  for  En  Route  Displa) 

Channels  —                                            $3,0000 

2      EARTS  Enhancements  ^^  1.0000 

Toul  Various                                          $4,000.0 
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Saaa* 

fiflSSf^f' 

cm 

2A11 

Oceanic  Automation  System 

$16,400,000 

Various 

61-23 

Basis  for  Request:  FAA  is  responsible  for  providing  air  traffic  services  to  all  aircraft  flying  in  large  areas  of 
the  Pacific  and  Atlantic  Oceanic  air  traffic  growth  is  expected  to  continue  at  a  higher  growth  rate  than 
domestic  an  traffic,  pnmarily  in  the  highest  density  areas  Meeting  this  demand  while  maintaining  the 
existing  le\  el  of  safety  will  require  a  highl\  coordinated  program  of  interdependent,  evolutionary  hardware 
and  software  changes  to  the  existing  platforms  which  form  the  basis  of  the  advanced  oceanic  automation 
system  (AOAS)  program  In  addition,  an  AOAS  must  be  procured  for  the  Alaska  ARTCC. 

Description  of  Problem:  To  maximize  air  traffic  throughput  in  high  density  oceanic  areas,  such  as  in  the 
north  Atlantic  track  (NAT)  area  and  the  continental  Umted  States  to  Hawaii  corridor,  track  systems  are 
deployed  However,  due  to  a  lack  of  timely  surveillance  data,  communications  delays,  and  a  high  probability 
of  undetected  flight  blunders,  it  has  been  necessary  to  retain  large  vertical,  lateral,  and  longitudinal 
separation  standards  to  ensure  the  safe  separation  of  aircraft  in  oceanic  airspace  These  large  separation 
standards  reduce  the  capacity  of  preferred  routes  and  preclude  manv  aircraft  from  operating  at  altitudes 
v\here  winds  are  favorable  and  where  fuel  efficiency  can  be  maximized.  In  addition,  the  indirect  and  often 
unreliable  high  frequencv  communication  system  with  infrequent  position  reports,  often  limits  the 
availability  of  the  prefeRed  routes  and  altitudes  requested  by  pilots. 

Existing  oceanic  automation  subsystems  cannot  serve  as  an  automation  platform  for  the  integration  of  new 
functionality  v\ithoui  initial  enhancements  of  hardware  and  software  to  rectify  known  computer/human 
interface  limitations  Integration  of  necessary  ftinctionalities  such  as  data  link,  automatic  dependent 
surveillance,  and  the  global  positioning  sv stem-denved  aircraft  position  data  will  impose  a  further  need  to 
upgrade  existing  hardware  and  software. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $16,400,000  in  FY  1995  to  implement  a  certifiable  situation  display, 
begin  the  Advanced  Oceanic  Automation  System  (AOAS)  procurement  to  include  training  for  the  Alaskan 
air  traffic  and  airvvav  facilities  personnel;  begin  the  establishment  of  FAA  interfacility  communications  with 
adjacent  civilian  aviation  administrations;  and  begin  the  replacement  of  the  flight  data  processing 
subsystem. 

Benefits:  Recent  technological  breakthroughs,  international  developments,  and  growth  in  oceanic  air 
operations  make  it  essential  for  the  FAA  to  evolve  to  a  globally  compatible  AOAS  that  will  enable  safe  and 
efficient  handling  of  traffic  that  continues  to  increase.  Available  technology  makes  it  possible  to  provide 
greatlv  improved  navigation,  communication,  surveillance,  and  automation  services  to  the  oceanic  air  traffic 
control  svstem.  The  FAA  will  consolidate  all  oceanic  programs  in  process  which  will  focus  on  a  viable 
oceanic  ATC  system  Incorporation  of  these  efforts  will  enable  the  FAA  to  reduce  the  oceanic  separation 
standards,  provide  more  fuel  and  time  efficient  routes  to  the  oceanic  users,  and  handle  the  anticipated 
growth  in  traffic.  The  anticipated  benefits  outweigh  the  estimated  costs  by  a  ratio  greater  than  three  to  one. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 

Appropnaied  (FY  1982-1993)                                                 —  $16,500.0 

FY  1994  Appropriated                                                            3  25,282.0 

FY  1995  Request                                                                     —  16,400.0 

Future  Requirement                                                          :::  109.418.0 

Total                                                                             Various  $167,6000 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Aciixin  Tasks                                                              Quanlin  ($000) 

Centrally  Procured  Equipment  and  Services                   Various  $16,400.0 
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Uem: 

TW«: 

Seqatat: 

Lacirti«tu: 

CIP 

2A12 

ARTCC  Building  Improvements/Plant 
Improvements 

$59,128,000 

Various 

26-09,  36-20, 
46-09,  56-60 

Basis  for  Request  The  ARTCC's  in  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  provide  en  route  separation  and 
safe  movement  of  aircraft  Upgrading  the  centers'  plant  and  equipment,  as  well  as  making  ensironmental 
and  security  improvements,  is  periodically  necessary  to  keep  pace  with  the  increased  use  of  national 
airspace.  Additionall).  ARTCC  expansion  is  required  to  provide  operational  support  space  for  functions 
relocated  or  displaced  b\  ARTCC  expansion  for  the  initial  sector  suite  system 

Description  of  Problem:  Current  power  systems,  heating,  ventilating  and  air  conditioning  (HVAC)  s>stems 
and  architeaural  finishes  (ceilings,  walls,  e.vterior  siding)  were  installed  in  the  late  1950's  and  early  1960's 
The  expected  life  of  these  items  has  been  surpassed  and  this  is  directly  responsible  for  ineCTiciencies  and 
inadequacies  in  these  facilities  Compounding  the  problem  is  a  three-fold  increase  in  power  demand  caused 
by  the  new  NAS  systems,  particularly  the  advanced  automation  system  (AAS).  To  maintain  the  current 
schedule  and  support  the  transition  to  the  new  systems,  the  current  facilities  will  require  substantial 
architectural  renovations  and  major  upgrades  and  expansions  to  the  power  and  HVAC  systems  This 
program  also  includes  ongoing  structural  and  support  system  upgrades  for  equipment  that  has  surpassed  its 
20  year  life  expectancy  Items  to  be  replaced  include  chillers,  engine  generators  and  associated  radiators, 
e.vtenor  siding,  roofing,  water/sewer  lines,  and  kitchen  equipment.  Parking  lot  expansions,  loading  dock 
enclosures,  and  implementing  integrated  security  management  systems  (ISMS)  are  required  to  support  the 
personnel  and  operations  at  each  ARTCC  Without  these  improvements  the  facilities  carmot  continue  to 
accommodate  and  support  the  new  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  equipment,  nor  provide  adequate 
physical  security. 

In  addition  to  the  need  to  improve  and  modernize  the  ARTCC  plant,  there  is  now  an  operational  space 
shortfall  at  all  ARTCC's  This  shortfall  has  led  to  the  conversion  of  conference  rooms  to  office  space,  the 
inability  of  facilities  to  support  existing  and  new  programs,  and  the  placement  of  offices  in  halls  and 
operational  space.  As  new  programs  in  the  NAS  requiring  additional  space  are  implemented,  the  situation 
onlv  worsens  There  is  an  effort  in  progress  to  identify  and  meet  interim  needs  pending  completion  of  this 
project.  This  interim  cost  will  increase  if  there  is  a  delay  in  completion  of  the  operational  support  wing 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $36,300,000  to  continue  a  scheduled  funding  program  of  facility 
modernization  at  the  ARTCC's.  The  installation  of  new  NAS  equipment  is  strictlv  dependent  on 
preparation  of  facilities  as  planned.  The  plant  improvements  in  FY  1995  focus  on  renovating  space  in 
support  of  the  initial  sector  suite  system  (ISSS)  and  require  major  asbestos  removal,  and 
replacing/e.xpanding  the  HVAC,  power  systems,  and  other  NAS  subsystem  installations. 

Provide  $17,500,000  to  continue  construction  of  31.000  square  foot  expansions  at  two  ARTCC's  An 
expansion  is  under  construction  at  one  location  and  additional  funding  will  be  requested  in  future  budgets  to 
complete  the  effort  at  the  remaining  locations  $5,000,000  is  requested  to  continue  incremental  funding  for 
the  integrated  security  management  system  (ISMS)  site  preparation,  hardware,  engineering,  labor,  and 
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installation  costs   Also  $328,000  is  requested  for  regional  projects. 

Benefits:  This  is  a  collection  of  improvement  projecU  required  to  keep  the  NAS  facilities  efficient  and  up- 
to-date,  and  prepare  to  transition  to  area  control  facilities  These  projects  correct  site  specific  problems  or 
deficiencies,  expand  existing  power  and  HVAC  s>stems,  and  provide  a  more  secure  infrastructure  The 
additional  space  will  relieve  the  existing  overcrowded  conditions,  permit  the  facilities  to  fulfil!  their 
mission,  suppon  existing  and  new  programs,  and  also  permit  the  establishment  of  a  work  environment 
which  is  conducive  to  good  employee  morale  and  human  relations  This  program  contributes  to 
suengthening  uansportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  by  increasing  the  capacity  of  the  air 
traffic  control  system 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (n- 1982-1993)  —  $253,200.0 

FY  1994  Appropnated  —  68.000  0 

F»' 1995  Request  ~  59.128  0 

Future  Requirement  •"  ^'^'""^'" 

Total  Various  $1,192.3280 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Loc      ns/  Esumated  Cost 

Aclivi^  Tasks  Quantity  ($0001 

\      Modemize/Upgrade/Sustain  Various                                           S36.300  0 

2.    Operational  Suppon  Space 

a     A&E  support  site  adaptation  4,500.0 

b     Cleveland  1                                               6.5000 

c      Houston  1                                                 6,500.0 

3  Integrated  Security  Management  System  5,000  0 

4  Regional  Originated  Projects  Various  328^) 

Total  Various                                           $59.1280 
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Badzet 
Uem: 

Tmt: 

)R«Pm': 

lrf'?««««ffy 

2A13 

Voice  Switching  and  Control  System 
(VSCS) 

$231,200,000 

Various 

21-11 

Basis  for  Request  This  program  pro\ides  for  the  completion  of  fijil  scale  de\elopmenl  and  production  of  a 
voice  switching  and  control  s>stem  (VSCS)  that  will  provide  an  integrated  air/ground  and  ground/ground 
voice  commumcations  svstem  that  will  meet  current  and  future  operational  requirements. 

Description  of  Problem  The  introduction  of  higher  levels  of  automation  to  meet  the  increasing  demands  for 
service  exceeds  the  capabilities  of  the  agenc>'s  vanous  communications  facilities  and  s>  stems  The  Bell  300 
voice  switch  is  not  capable  of  the  automatic  reconfiguration  required  by  the  advanced  automation  system,  is 
not  expandable  to  meet  the  need  of  sector  suite  common  consoles,  much  less  the  TRACON  consolidation  In 
addition,  the  existing  switch  is  considered  to  be  ver>  old  commumcations  equipment,  and  its  future 
reliability  is  in  question  The  current  system  must  be  replaced  with  a  state-of-the-art  communication 
system  The  \'SCS  position  equipment  will  be  installed  in  the  existing  en  route  controller  work  stations  to 
allow  for  an  orderly  transition  to  the  sector  suites  of  the  advanced  automation  system  (AAS)  The  sector 
suites  cannot  be  commissioned  until  the  VSCS  is  in  place  and  operating 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $231,200,000  for  the  VSCS  acquisition  contract,  technical  support,  and 
implementation  costs  to  support  full  scale  production. 

During  FY  1994.  a  fiill  production  decision  will  be  authonzed.  software  upgrades  containing  essential 
requirements  will  be  integrated  at  the  FAATC.  and  operational  tests  and  evaluation  will  be  completed  The 
physical  and  functional  configuration  audits  for  the  system  meeting  essential  requirements  will  be 
completed.  Facior\  acceptance  tests  of  software  meeting  those  requirements  necessary  to  transition  to  ISSS 
will  be  started  Software  development  will  begin  on  functionality  required  to  meet  all  of  the  VSCS 
requirements  for  the  ISSS  transition  time  frame.  Development  of  planned  product  improvement  (PPI)  will 
proceed 

Also  in  FS'  1994.  delivery  to  Seattle,  FAA  Aeronautical  Center  (FAAAC).  Salt  Lake  City,  and  Denver  will 
be  completed.  Site  suneys  will  be  conducted  at  10  sites.  Procurement  of  long  lead  equipment  for  12  sites 
and  9  production  systems  will  be  ordered. 

At  the  first  operational  site.  Seattle,  site  installation  and  checkout  v\ill  be  completed,  and  system 
familiarization  tests  will  be  in  progress 

At  the  second  OF>erationaI  site.  Salt  Lake  City,  site  installation  and  checkout  will  be  completed,  and 
familiarization  will  be  underway. 

During  FY  1995.  the  softvvare  that  meets  all  operational  readiness  deployment  requirements  for  the  current 
control  room  will  be  delivered  to  FAATC,  and  operational  test  and  evaluation  (OT&E)  will  be  completed 
VSCS  will  become  operational  at  Seattle.  Salt  Lake  City.  Denver,  and  Atlanta    Development  of  PPI  will 
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continue  and  include  area  control  computer  cofnple.x  (ACCC). 

Also  during  FY  1995.  site  surve>s  for  the  remaining  sites  will  be  completed.  Proctirement  of  long  lead 
equipment  for  three  sites  and  ele\en  production  s>stems  will  be  accomplished.  An  additional  s>'Stem  will  be 
procured  for  the  Southern  California  TRACON  ofl"  the  VSCS  contraa  but  funded  from  a  separate  line  item 
(See  budget  Item  .?B26,  p  1 10).  Deliver>  of  s>stems  will  be  made  to  the  following  nine  sites:  Atlanta. 
Anchorage,  Chicago.  Fort  Worth.  Washington,  Houston,  Boston.  Cle\'eland.  and  New  York. 

Actixities  at  operational  sites  continue  to  be  funded  in  FY  1995.  Shakedown  testing  and  operational 
readiness  demonstrations  will  be  completed  at  the  first  four  sites.  Installation,  checkout  and  shakedown 
testing  activities  will  take  place  at  the  nine  sites  to  which  s> steins  will  be  delivered  in  FY  1995.  Site 
preparation  activities  will  continue  at  the  remaining  sites  in  order  for  those  sites  to  be  ready  for  installation 
when  VSCS  is  delivered  in  FY  19%. 

Benefits:  The  VSCS  will  be  based  on  a  design  concept  that  will  permit  sundardization  of  console 
equipment,  switching  svstem  interfaces,  and  radio  control  equipment.  It  will  provide  a  ver>  high  level  of 
availabilil>  in  the  support  of  critical  ATC  functions  These  features  make  VSCS  a  svstem  which  advances 
U.S.  technologv  and  e.xpenisc.  As  VSCS  is  a  related  system  to  the  advanced  automation  svstem.  it 
contributes  to  the  achievement  of  AAS  benefits  The  design  will  facilitate  maintenance  while  providing 
efficient  utilization  of  transmission  resources.  The  airway  facilities  maintenance  savings  are  estimated  at 
$263,000,000  over  the  life  cvdc  of  the  system. 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Total 

ActiviK  1                        Artivin  2 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Toul 

$681,170.0                    $    33.000.0 

61.500.0                       146.000  0 

0.0                       231,200.0 

0.0                       254.100.0 

$742,670.0                      $664,300.0 

$    714.170.0 
207.500.0 
231.200.0 
254.100  0 

$1,406,970.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

Activitv  Tasks 

Ouaniitv 

($000) 

1.     Prime  Contract 

_ 

$201,600.0 

2.  Technical  Support 

3.  Field  Support 
Total 

Various 

14.600.0 

15.000.0 

$231,200.0 
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Buatet 

Wv:- 

nmm' 

OOP 

2A14 

Remote  Communication  Facilities 
(RCF)  Expand/Relocate 

$5,400,000 

Various 

34-23 

Basis  for  Request:  In  order  to  meet  air  traffic  operaiiona]  needs  for  air/ground  conununications,  it  is 
essentiaJ  to  expand  existing  RCFs  including  remote  center  air/ground  communications  facilities  (RCAGs). 
remote  communications  outlets  (RCOs).  and  remote  transmitter  receivers  (RTRs)  by  adding  air/ground 
communications  frequencies  and  relocating  owned/leased  facilities  for  proper  communication  coverage 
This  project  will  provide  a  vehicle  for  facilities  to  meet  specific  operational  requirements  based  upon 
resectorizaiion  and  traffic  demands  instead  of  limiting  refinements  of  the  svstem  due  to  present  radio 
coverage  constraints 

Descnption  of  Problem:  In  several  instances,  radio  communications  be^^een  pilots  and  air  traffic 
controllers  ha\e  been  impaired,  reduced,  or  lacking  Corrective  action  must  be  taken  to  preserve  safet>. 
Changes  in  traffic  volume  and  comple.xit\  have  compounded  problems  and  require  improved  air  route 
traffic  control  center  communication  Currently,  there  are  more  than  300  appro\ed  but  unfiinded  program 
requirements. 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $5,400,000  to  fiind  procurement  of  equipment  such  as  racks,  cables  and 
transmitters,  receivers,  and  their  installation.  v\hich  will  improve  air-ground  communication  capability  and 
provide  support  for  remote  communication  facilities. 

Benefits:  This  is  a  collection  of  projects  to  improve  communication  coverage  for  operational  needs  The 
projects  are  mainly  for  correction  of  site  specific  problems  or  deficiencies  such  as  establishing  additional 
RCF  channels  and  improving  ARTCC  sectorization.  The  reliability  of  communications  between  air  uaffic 
controllers  and  pilots  as  well  as  other  controllers  is  vital  to  the  safe  operation  of  the  air  traffic  control 
system  By  contributing  to  the  FAA  communications  netv^ork,  this  program  will  support  the  safety  of  our 
transportation  system. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$13,000.0 
5,500.0 
5,400.0 


Various 


$23,900.0 


1  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  >ear-to- 
vear  basis 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Aciixin  Tasks  Quantiti;  ISQOO} 

Centrally  Procured  Equipment 

and'Services/Reponal  Cost  Various  $5,400.0 
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-^ " ■■. """ ^ 

\ 

2A15 

Traffic  Management  System  (TMS) 

$10,800,000 

Various 

21-06 

Basis  for  Request:  There  is  a  critical  need  to  obtain  near-term  improvements  in  s>stem  performance  and  to 
reduce  aircraft  delays  while  the  long-term  TTvlS  program  continues  to  be  defined  The  required 
improvements  include  completmg  automation  efforts  which  will  present  strategies  to  the  traffic 
management  specialists  to  resoKe  ver\  high  system  demand  levels,  provide  additional  monitonng 
capabilities  in  the  air  traCTic  control  s>stems  command  center  (ATCSCC),  and  pro\ide  enhanced  svstem 
monitonng 

Description  of  Problem  The  need  to  upgrade  the  TMS  to  provide  more  effecihe  traffic  flow  management 
in  the  national  airspace  s>stem  (NAS)  is  critical  Improved  flow  control  techniques  are  essential  to  reduce 
aircraft  dela>s.  support  projected  growth  in  aviation  traffic,  effectivels  utilize  data  from  the  air  traffic 
control  systems  command  center  (ATCSCC).  and  to  enable  real  time  monitoring  of  special  use  airspace  to 
provide  full-time  use  of  the  NAS  to  all  users 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $10,800,000  in  Pi'  1995  to  continue  the  interfacilitv  communication 
network  replacement,  and  test,  integrate,  and  implement  the  automated  demand  resolution  efibrt. 

Benefits:  The  TMS  upgrade  program  will  provide  a  nationallv  integrated  system  to  improve  monitoring  of 
the  air  traffic  system  and  to  enhance  assessments  of  system  demand  and  capacity  It  will  enable  flow 
control  and  traffic  managers  to  decrease  system  delays  bv  employing  traffic  flow  strategies  which  are  highly 
responsive  to  existing  and  projected  air  traffic  scenarios.  By  contributing  to  an  increase  in  the  capacity  and 
efficiencv  of  the  air  traffic  control  s>  stem,  this  program  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting 
the  economv.  These  enhancements  will  help  to  decrease  system  delays  which  will  save  aviation  fuel, 
therebv  strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  environmental  policy. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Toul 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$124,883.5 

16,200.0 

10,8000 

7.4000 

$159,283.5 
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COST  ESTIMATF  OF  WORK  TO  BF  FUNDED  THIS  YFAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acu\m  Tasks                                                           Quantin  (soqq) 

1.  Teleconununicaiion                                                        S4  910  0 

2.  Software  Enhancement                                                      5  000  0 

3.  S>stem  Support.  Training,  and  Documentation            -—  '89q  q 

^°'^'                                                                           Various  S10.8000 
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T?*; 

fSwrns^: 

iiflSHlSSB''    , 

2A16 

Data  Multiplexing  Network  (DMN) 

$5,500,000 

Various 

25-02,  45-02 

Basis  for  Request:  DMN  provides  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  with  state-of-the-art  data 
communications  technologies  for  cost  effective  point-to-point  data  transmissions.  These  technologies 
include:  (1)  data  multiplexing  which  significantly  increases  telecommunication  circuit  capacity  by 
combining  several  communications  requirements  over  a  single  leased  line;  and  (2)  automated  network 
monitoring  and  control,  uhich  enables  the  identification  of  failed  network  elements  from  central  locations 
and  allows  real-time  circuit  restoral 

Description  of  Problem  A  continuing  effort  is  required  to  proceed  with  installations  of  Phase  III  network 
equipment  Phase  III  networks  will  replace  outdated  Phase  I/II  equipment  and  will  provide  communications 
services  to  the  majority  of  NAS  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  projects,  including  discrete  addressable 
secondarx  radar  system  with  data  link  (Mode-S).  terminal  doppler  weather  radar  (TDWR).  remote 
maintenance  momtoring  system  (RMMS).  digital  bright  radar  indicator  terminal  equipment  (DBRITE). 
automated  weather  observation  system  (AWOS),  interfacility  data  (IDAT),  traffic  management  system 
(TMS).  and  computer  based  instruction  (CBI). 

Description  of  Solution:  The  use  of  data  multiplexing  is  an  integral  part  of  the  FAA's  strategy  for  cost 
effective  interfacility  communications  transmission  This  project  consists  of  three  phases:  Phase  IIIA 
provides  statistical  time  division  multiplexing  (STDM)  equipment.  Phase  IIIB  provides  determimsiic  time 
division  multiplexing  (DTDM)  equipment,  and  Phase  IIIC  provides  digital  semce  (DS-1)  equipment 
Phase  IIIA  was  awarded  in  April  1992  Phase  IIIB  was  awarded  April  1990.  Phase  IIIC  equipment,  which 
was  acquired  under  the  radio  communications  link  (RCL)  backbone  contract,  is  complete.  Provide 
$5,500,000  in  FY  1995  to  continue  the  purchase  and  installauon  of  Phase  IIIA  STDM  and  Phase  IIIB 
DTDM  equipment 

Benefits:  DMN  provides  significant  economic  and  operational  benefits  As  the  Phase  IIIA  and  Phase  IIIB 
networks  are  implemented,  thousands  of  existing  leased  lines  can  be  eliminated,  and  fiiture  requirements  for 
leased  lines  will  be  reduced.  Over  $5,000,000  in  leased  communications  savings/cost  avoidance  will  be 
realized  from  FV  1993  through  FY  1995  Additional  savings  will  be  achieved  as  Phase  LII  equipment, 
which  is  outdated  and  expensive  to  maintain,  is  replaced  with  Phase  III  systems  Operationally,  automated 
network  momionng  and  control  systems  will  improve  the  reliability  and  availability  of  essential  NAS 
communications  services  The  reliability  of  communications  between  air  traffic  controllers  and  pilots  is 
vital  to  the  safe  operation  of  the  air  traffic  control  system  By  contributing  to  the  FAA  commumcations 
network,  this  program  will  suppori  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system. 
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APPR0PR]AT10N  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  (SOOO) 

Appropriated  (FV  1982-1993)                                                 _  j  52  941  3 

FY  1994  Appropriated                                                             17500  0 

FY  1995  Request                                                                     _  5  500  0 

Future  Requirement                                                             _.  15500  0 

Total                                                                           Various  $91,441.3 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\  m  Tasks                                                                  Quantirs  (Sqoq) 

Centrally  Procured  Equipment  and  Services                   Various  $5,500.0 
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I?.*- 

RMttfl* 

A<fts?ifeay 

2A17 

Critical  Telecommunications  Support 

$12,700,000 

Various 

45-20,46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  The  FAA  must  improve  its  telecommunications  services  to  increase  reliability, 
flexibilit>.  and  suni\abilit>,  and  control  and  reduce  costs.  The  acquisition  and  management  of  agenc>- 
telecommunications  s>stems  is  a  key  element  of  FAA's  strateg>  to  meet  this  commitment  Systems 
currently  implemented  or  in  the  process  of  being  implemented  include  the  data  multiplexing  network 
(DMN).  the  radio  communications  link  (RCL),  the  national  airspace  data  interchange  network  (NADfN  II), 
and  the  leased  interfacility  NAS  communication  system  (LfNCS) 

Description  of  Problem  Telecommunications  systems  owned  and/or  managed  by  FAA  require  annual 
modifications  and  minor  expansions  to  meet  new  critical  requirements  Included  are  equipment  purchases, 
the  addition  of  transmission  circuit  drop-insert  capabilir>.  capacity  expansion,  circuit  culovers.  and  terminal 
equipment  rearrangements,  minor  switching  system  expansions,  and  equipment  for  preparation  for  leased 
services  Continuous  netvsork  changes  are  necessar.  to  ensure  that  the  network  meets  operational 
requirements  in  a  cost-effective  marmer  at  all  limes. 

Descriplion  of  Solution  Proside  $12,700,000  to  support  telecommumcations  facilities  operation  and  leased 
communications  initiatives  Funding  will  provide  RCL  circuit  terminations,  increase  RCL  circuit  capacity, 
reconfigure  the  data  multiplex  network,  provide  diversity  switching,  and  support  leasing  initiatives 
including  LINCS  Included  is  $8,700,000  for  one-time,  non-recurring  leased  telecommunications  costs  for 
new  NAS  equipment  for  up  to  one  full  fiscal  year  beyond  the  \ear  of  commissioning/operation  Future 
requirements  will  be  budgeted  within  the  affected  programs. 

Benefits:  Telecommumcations  support  projects  will  improve  NAS  telecommunication  operations  b> 
increasing  existing  capacity  and  capabilities  and  meet  performance  requirements  through  improved 
reliability,  availabilitv.  and  maintainability,  and  increase  saungs. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  ($000) 

$48,007.3 

2,000.0 

12.700.0 


Various 


$62,707.3 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  le\'els  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\in  Tasks                                                              Quantit\  ISQOOJ 

I .     Cenirally  Procured  Equipment  and  Services             Various  $4,000  0 

2      Leased  telecommunications                                   Various  8.7000 

Total                                                                           Various  $12,700.0 
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Ti'^- 

RfflttSrt; 

2A18 

En  Route  Communications  and 
Control  Facilities  Improvement 

$7,189,000 

Various 

42-22,46-16 

Basis  for  Reguesi:  The  FAA  must  upgrade  and  improve  various  en  route  communications  facilities  and 
equipment  on  a  continuing  basis  to  »;itisfS  operati'^'nal  requirements  The  commimications  facilities  provide 
the  means  for  continuous  reliable  air/ground  commurucations  for  air  traffic  control  service  Increases  in 
traffic  and  airspace  restructuring  require  additional  operating  positions  to  operate  an  efficient  air  traffic 
control  (ATC)  svstem  The  San  Juan  combined  center  radar  approach  control  (CENRAP)  is  in  need  of 
repair  and  a  general  upgrading  of  equipment  to  sustain  the  ATC  svstem  in  San  Juan  until  the  facilitv  can  be 
consolidated  into  the  Miami  area  control  facilit>  (ACF)  in  the  post-FY  2000  lime  period 

Description  of  Problem  New  communications  equipment  must  be  installed  for  additional  operating 
positions  to  meet  air  traffic  control  requirements  for  increased  traffic  and  airspace  realignments  Additional 
flight  data  input/output  (FDIO)  de\  ices  are  also  required  to  provide  interfacilit>  communications  in  support 
of  additional  positions  Obsolete  and  worn  out  communications  equipment  must  be  replaced  on  an  aiuiual 
basis  Existing  facilities  must  be  improved  or  expanded  to  assure  the  conunuance  of  exisung  service  and 
maintenance  of  the  air  traffic  control  svstem. 

Descriplion  of  Solution  Provide  $7,189,000  to  provide  improvements  required  to  sustain  the  existing  San 
Juan  CENRAP  facilit>.  replace  obsolete  and  worn  out  equipment,  establish  or  relocate  remote 
communications  outlet  (RCO)  frequencies,  convert  VPSS  radio  equipment  to  digital,  establish  additional 
sector,  and  provide  in-service  engineenng  to  improve  and  maintain  the  air  traffic  control  communications 
svstem 

Benefits  Air-to-ground  and  inter/intra  facility'  communications  are  among  the  most  important  entities  in 
the  performance  of  air  traffic  control  This  is  a  collection  of  improvement  projects  required  to  keep  the 
national  airspace  svstem  facilities  efficient  and  current  This  effort  corrects  site  specific  problems  or 
deficiencies,  additional  operating  posiuons  to  meet  increased  traffic  volume  and  airspace  restructuring  site 
preparation  and  terminal  in-senice  engineering  Additional  benefits  of  these  programs  are  decreased 
maintenance  costs,  service  improvements,  avoided  delays,  and  maximum  capability  of  technological 
advances,  minimized  duplicate  automation  features.  The  reliability  of  communications  between  air  traffic 
controllers  and  pilots  as  well  as  other  controllers  is  vital  to  the  safe  operation  of  the  air  traffic  control 
system.  By  contributing  to  the  FAA  communications  network,  this  program  will  suppon  the  safety  of  our 
transportation  system. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FS- 1982-199?)  —  $65.5411 

n-  1994  Appropriated  ~  «"^  '| 

FY  1995  Requesi  -~  7.i»y  u    ^ 

Future  Requirement  — =:                                               

jo^l  Various  $81.586  1 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations ' 
Aciixm  Task?  Quamiti. 

1  San  Juan  CENTIAP  •  Sustain  1 

2  RML-2  -  Replace  ■  I 
y  \TSS  -  Replace  1 
4  RCAG  Tower  -  Replace  • 

RCO  Frequenc>  -  Establish  3 

6     RCO  Frequerc>  -  Relocate  1 

"      \TSS  Radio  f;  uipmeni  -  Conven  to  Digital  6 

8     Additional  Sec  or  -  Establish  5 

V  In-Scnice  Engineennc  — :zz 
Total  1"  5'-'«^" 


<! 


Estimated  Cost 

($0(1(1) 

$3.40(1  (1 

673  0 

4210 

2(i.>i' 

67511 

]?9(i 

241(1 

1.^5(1 

1.300  (1 

'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  acti\it>  le\els  and  local  situauons  which  are  validated  on  a  >ear-io- 
year  basis 
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0  ;fiflB=  :  ; 

Hflj; 

.  fMmm-' 

ay 

2A19 

NADIN  II  -  Enhancements 

$3,800,000 

Vanous 

25-07,  35-07 

Basis  for  Request  NADFN  11  will  provide  the  FAA  with  a  state-of-the-art  packet  switched  network  (PSN) 
This  network  will  provide  cnucal  imerfacilit>  communications  needed  to  support  efiicient  NAS  operations 
and  ensure  air  safet>  This  will  be  achieved  through  distributed  network  architecture,  high  svstem 
reliabilirv.  increased  throughpui  capacity,  automatic  alternate  routing,  switching  control,  and  enhanced 
service  availabilin  The  communirv  of  host  computer  svstems  currentlv  under  development  within  the 
Capital  Invesimeni  Plan  (CIP)  cannot  function  as  a  nationwide  enut>  without  the  network  commuiucations 
sersicc  that  NADIN  II  will  provide. 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  Due  lo  programmatic  cost  growth  resulting  from  contractor  delavs.  the  program 
was  redirected  in  P>'  1992  Since  then,  the  COTS  Network  and  Gateway  Build  2  have  been  installed 
Fi'  1995  funds  are  required  to  complete  the  NADIN  11  pro'gram 

Descripiion  of  Soluiion  Provide  $_■!. 80(1. Odd  to  complete  implementation  of  the  Gaiewav.  procure 
additional  spares  for  the  network,  and  provide  training  and  contractor  support 

Benefii?  N.ADIN  II  offers  significant  economic  and  operational  benefits  NADIN  Packet  Switched 
Neiwork  (PSN)  technologv  maximizes  savings  through  the  shanng  of  network  resources  A  comparable 
network  of  dedicated  circuiis  would  require  thousands  of  leased  lines  Operationalh.  NADIN  II  provide? 
the  capaciiv  lo  exchange  large  quaniiues  of  data,  increases  sen  ices  availabilitx.  enhances  svsiem  reliabilnv 
and  data  iniegntx.  decreases  delavs  and  increases  safety  The  reliability  of  communications  beivveen  air 
traffic  controllers  and  pilots  is  viial  to  the  safe  operation  of  the  air  traffic  control  system  Bv  contributing  ip 
the  FAA  communications  network,  this  program  will  support  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system 

APPROPRJ.ATION  SUMM\RV 


Locauon? 


Appropriated  fl^'  1982-199.') 
rs  1 994  Appropnated 
n'  1995  Request 
Future  Requiremeni 
Total 


Various 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Amount  (SOddi 

$54,795.? 

7.600(1 

3.800  0 

900  0 

$67,095  .> 


Aciivitx  Tasks 

Cenirailv  Procured  Equipment  and  Services 


Locations' 
Quantity 

Vanous 


Estimated  Cost 

($000 1 

$?.8(Ki(i 
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mt- 

JSwinflS-- 

f^miiMf- 

OP 

2A20 

Satellite  Communications  Circuit 
Back-up 

$1,500,000 

13 

45-21 

Basis  for  Request  This  project  provides  design,  development,  and  implementation  of  a  satellite 
communications  s>stem  to  sene  both  existing  and  future  operauonal  telecommuiucauons  networks  sen ing 
the  traffic  management  s>siem  (TMS)  and  the  meteorologist  weather  processor  (MWP).  and  provides, 
alternate  diverse  commumcations  paths  to  avert  widespread  service  outages  from  single  points  of  failure 
All  operational  FAA  facilities  will  directly  or  indirectlv  benefit  from  this  project 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  FA.A  requires  a  highlv  reliable  nationwide  telecommunications  svstem  capable 
of  exchanging  cniical  v  oice  and  data  traffic  among  numerous  air  traffic  control  (ATC)  locations  To  meet 
this  requirement  the  FAA  established  goals  to  modenuze  and  improve  interfacilitv  commumcations  among 
sues  to  meet  ATC  operational  needs,  safejv  of  flight,  and  NAS  objectives  Programs  are  underv\a>  to 
provide  reliable  terrestrial  telecommumcations  (eg.  RCL  and  LFNCS)  Currently  there  is  no  means  of 
providing  the  equivalent  semces  in  applications  where  the  use  of  satellites  is  cost  beneficial  or  where  no 
adequate  diverse  path  is  lerrestnallv  available  There  is  a  need  for  the  consolidation  of  existing  and  fiiiurc 
satellite  networks  into  a  single  network  to  provide  cost  efficiencies  by  enabling  the  sharing  of  earth  station 
resources  among  several  users,  and  to  consolidate  network  management  and  control  There  is  also  the  need 
for  a  single  network  to  avoid  having  multiple  satellite  antenna  systems,  vvhich  has  been  a  severe  problem  at 
some  FAA  facilities  The  existing  TMS  and  Nf\VT  contracts  for  satellite  semces  will  expire  m  December 
19y5.  It  is  essential  that  the  satellite  semces  be  available  to  conunue  these  operational  semces  .Also, 
recent  major  telecommunications  outages  that  severely  impacted  the  Nauonal  Airspace  Svstem  have 
highlighted  the  need  for  rapid  implementation  of  commumcation  diversirv 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $1,500,000  for  conunuation  of  a  multiyear  program  to  use  satellite 
transponders  as  a  shared  resource  to  saush  the  air  traffic  control  operauonal  needs  effectively  and 
economicallv    The  F^' 1995  funding  will  provide  for  approximately  13  sues 

Benefits  With  satellite  semces.  criucal  air-to-ground  commumcauons  requirements  will  be  satisfied  to 
ensure  FAA  safety  of  flight  and  operational  necessiues 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 


Locations 


Appropriated  m'  1982-1993) 
r»'  1994  Appropnated 
Pi'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Vanous 


AmounKSOQiii 

$  9.400  0 

00 

1.500  0 

17.500  (I 

$28,400(1 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations' 
Actixin  Tasks                                                              Oiianut\ 

Centrally  Procured  Equipment  and  Services                           13 

Estimated  Cost 

($000! 

$1,500.0 

F&E-60 


1297 


FY  1995  OFFICE  OF  iViANAGEMENT  AND  BUDGET 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


33i£' 

£W*«ffl»:    :, 

at 

T««mfa» 

2A21 

DOD  Base  Closure  -  Facility  Transfer 

$10,700,000 

Various 

32-28 

Basis  for  Requesi  The  nulitan.  has  a  Congressional  mandate  to  close  a  number  of  bases  Some  of  these 
bases  currenth  pro\ide  air  traffic  services.  The  FAA  will  ha\e  to  assume  these  services  six  months  before 
the  bases  close 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  In  October  1991.  Congress  approved  35  bases  for  closure  These  bases  began 
closing  in  1992  In  addiuon.  the  1993  list  was  announced,  and  the  final  round  of  closures  are  scheduled  ic 
be  announced  in  1995  The  DOD  is  currenth  performing  significant  air  traffic  control  functions  for  civilian 
users  of  the  NAS  in  the  \icimr>  of  certain  bases  The  FAA  is  required  b>  the  Federal  Aviauon  Act  of  1958 
to  foster  aviation  and  to  provide  air  traffic  services  where  needed  In  addiuon.  FAA  is  encouraging  local 
communities  to  conunue  to  operate  bases  as  civilian  airports  to  minimize  svstem  capacirv  constraints 

Descnption  of  Soluuon  Provide  second  vear  funds  in  the  amount  of  $10,700,000  to  allow  the  FA.A  to 
convert  vanous  militarv  bases  to  civilian  facilities  with  standard  FA.A  equipment  The  FAA  expects  to  use 
the  existing  militarv  equipment  on  these  bases  and  remote  some  funcuons  until  the  equipment  can  be 
replaced  with  standard  FA.A  equipment  (e  g  .  radar,  landing  aids,  commimications) 

Benefit?  Svstem  capacit>  will  improve  Large  volumes  of  aircraft  currentlv  operate  conunuouslv  within 
the  nation's  airspace  svstem  and  further  growth  and  expansion  in  capacitv  is  closelv  linked  to  the  number  of 
properlv  equipped  and  maintained  airports  The  closure  of  militarx  bases  and  subsequent  conversion  of 
these  bases  to  civilian  airports  has  the  potenual  to  add  needed  landing  capacirv  to  manv  commumues  The 
transition  from  militarv  to  FA.A  control  will  result  in  substantial  costs  to  FAA  although  the  overall  program 
will  be  beneficial  to  the  govemmeni  and  supports  defense  conversions  This  program  will  strengthen 
transportation's  role  in  supporung  economic  growth 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY" 


Locauons 


Amount  (SOOO 


Appropnated  (F^'  1982-1993) 
FS'  1994  Appropnated 
F^'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Vanous 
Vanous 
Vanous 


$      0(1 

7.600(1 

10.7000 

162.7000 

SlSl.OOOd 


'  Requirements  are  based  on  activitx  le\els  and  local  sittiations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis 
This  total  reflects  requirements  for  the  1991  and  1993  DOD  Base  Closure  Commission  repon  and 
projections  for  the  1995  report 


F&E-6I 


1298 


FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  Sim\fl?s«;inK 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  nfND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  Tm<;  VF  AB 

Locauons/  Esumated  Cost 

Ai;ti\in  Tasks                                                           Ouanun  (sqoq) 

1  Program  Management                                                    j  2  qqq  q 

2  System  Hardware/Implementation                                   8  700  0 

^°^                                                                          Various  $10.7000 
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"BSi' 

££S»(; 

j««»««as: 

OP 

2A22 

Central  Altitude  Resep.ation  Function 
(CARF) 

$1,500,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request  CARF  is  an  essential  element  in  the  coordination  and  approval  of  large  scale  military 
aircraft,  special  missions,  and  classified  activities  It  is  recognized  intemationalK  as  the  prime  office  for 
coordinating  these  missions    The  current  facilir\  requires  a  major  modernization  to  meet  requirements 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  No  svsiem  upgrades  to  the  CARF  facilir\  ha\e  been  made  in  the  past  seven  >ears 
It  has  major  communications  deficiencies,  an  obsolete  computer  s\stem  located  in  Atlantic  Cit>.  and  no 
workstations  It  has  no  direct  commumcations  with  Service  B.  AUTODIN.  or  NADfN  Specialists  musi 
lea\e  the  facilirv  to  walk  lo  the  FAA  Commumcations  Center  located  on  the  first  floor  to  pick  up/deli\er 
mission  message  traffic  along  with  CARF  NOT  AM  messages  Recent  world  events  such  as  Desert  Storm 
and  Desert  Shield  ha\c  validated  the  requirement  to  continue  the  CARF  facilitv 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  Pro\ide  funds  in  the  amouni  of  $1,500,000  to  upgrade  the  CARF  facilitx  with  a 
new  computer  svstem  workstations  and  an  adequate  commumcations  s>stem 

Be  icfiis  CARF  wi,l  be  more  responsnc  to  DOD  and  ATC  requirements  for  both  domestic  and 
international  traffic 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 


Locations 


Amouni  (S'"'" 


Appropnaied  (F^   1982- 
r\'  1994  Appropnated 
Fl'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


199.-) 


Various 
Vanou? 
Vanous 


S  75(M> 
1.500(1 
1.5tK)0 
1.500  n 

$5,250  0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  ^TAR 


Actixin  Tasks 

1  CompuIers'^^'orkstalion 

2  Commumcations  S>  stem 
."      Software  Development 

4     Program  Suppon 
Total 


Locations' 
Quantity 


Estimated  Cosi 
($000) 

$600(1 
300  0 
500  (I 
100  0 


Vanous 


$1,500(1 
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JiSS'     i  ISSi- 


Stseat 


Itp4«ff-' 


2A23    I  Display  Chamiel  Complex  Rehost 
(DCCR) 


$2,000,000 


Various 


46-31 


Basis  for  Reouesi  Existing  air  route  traffic  control  center  (ARTCC)  displa>  channel  equipment  will  be  in 
service  longer  than  onginall>  planned  due  to  dela>s  in  the  implementation  of  the  advanced  automauon 
s>siem  (A.AS)  This  project  will  provide  enhancements  to  keep  the  svsieni  operauonal  until  implementauon 
of  AAS 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  ARTCC  displa>  channels  have  experienced  a  trend  toward  higher  failure  rates  in 
recent  >ears 

Descnpiion  of  Solution    Funding  is  requested  m  T\  1995  for  program  spares 

Benefit?  There  will  be  an  increase  in  sustainabilitv  which  will  improve  safetv  b\  decreasing  the  probabilitv 
of  sv  stem  failures 


APPR0PR1.^T10^"  SUMM.\R>' 

Locations 

Amount  ($0(Kii 

Appropriated  fR"  1 982-1  99:m 

Fi'  1 994  Appropnaied                                                          — 

Fi'  1995  Request 

Future  Requirement                                                      Vanous 

Total                                                                            Various 

S         0  0 

2.0011  (I 

2.000  (1 

0(1 

$4.0000 

COST  ESTIM.ATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locauons' 

Esumated  Cost 

Activirv  Tasks                                                              Ouantitv 

($000) 

Enhancements                                                              Various 

$2,000.0 

F&E-64 


1301 


FY  1995  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  AND  BUDGET 

FACILITIES  AND  EOUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


TM.: 

Stmt*. 

P^aMeis:        . 

«■■■.*■  co> 

2A24 

En  Route  Analysis  and  Reporting 
Svstem  (EARS) 

$2,000,000 

Various 

51-22 

Basis  for  Request  The  FA.^  must  provide  for  the  safe  and  efficient  use  of  airspace  These  goals  arc 
manifesth  mandated  b\  the  FAA  Act  of  1958  under  Title  1,  Sections  102(a)  and  103.  and  Title  111.  Section 
307.  to  uii 

Title  1.  Section  102(a).  provides  that  the  common  svstem  shall  facilitate  adaptation  of  air 
transportation  to  present  and  fiiture  needs  of  the  domestic  and  foreign  commerce  of  the 
United  States 

Title  I.  Section  103  specificallv  charges  the  FA,^  with  control  of  the  use  of  navigable  airspace 
of  the  United  States  and  the  regulation  of  operations  in  such  airspace  in  the  interest  of  safetv 
and  efficiencv 

Title  III  Section  "'(I"  authorizes  and  directs  the  F.^A  to  develop  plans  for  and  formulaic 
policv  with  respect  to  the  use  of  navigable  3irspacc  and  assign  rule,  regulation,  or  order  th. 
terms,  conditions  and  Imitations  deemed  necessar>  to  ensure  the  safetv  of  aircraft  and 
eflTicieni  use  of  airspace 

Satisfaction  of  requirements  as  stipulated  in  the  Concepts  and  Descriptions  of  the  Future  .'^ir  TrafTu 
Managcnicni  Svstem  for  the  United  States,  and  FAA  Order  7u32  y 

Description  of  Problem  Current  Traffic  Flov\  Management  capabilities  are  generallv  provided  bv  stand- 
alone tools  that  use  disparate  data  sources  and  operate  as  closed  svstems  on  vendor  specific  platforms 
There  is  cunentlv  no  integration  effon  undenvav  to  accommodate  the  deficiencies  of  (1)  verbal'manual  dat.i 
exchange.  (2)  multiple  user  interfaces,  not  user  fnendlv.  (3)  multiple  data  sources,  program  umquc  HCI. 
multiple  unique  data  bases.  (4)  no  real  time  "v^hat  if'  analyses.  (5)  no  access  to  measure  operational 
effectiveness.  (6)  no  validation  or  measure  of  effectiveness  for  current  or  proposed  TFM  svstems.  tools,  data, 
or  models.  (7)  no  performance  metrics,  and  (8)  manual  assessments  of  operauonal  changes  affecting 
capacity .  demand,  enviromnent.  v%'orkload.  or  performance 

Descnption  of  Solution  This  mission  need  addresses  the  need  to  integrate  existing  tools  and  capabilities 
and  conunuallv  integrate  and  deliver  those  emerging  from  other  projects,  pariicularlv  those  from  R.E&D.  or 
other  sources  such  as  government  off  the  shelf  (GOTS).  commercial  off  the  shelf  (COTS)  and  academic 
sources,  into  a  distributed,  open  systems  computing  environment  envisioned  for  Traffic  Flow  management 
This  effort  will  assure  interoperability  of  separately  developed  traffic  flow  management  capabiliucs 
including  tools  and  data  to  support  analysis,  assessment,  the  establishment  and  conunual  reassessment  of 
NAS  performance  meincs  measurement,  and  "what  if'  management  scenanos  on  a  real  ume  or  near  real- 
time basis  at  local  and  national  levels 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


In  suppon  of  this  mission.  man\  exisung  and  required  capabilities  have  been  identified  through  completed 
and  on-going  work  group  efforts,  mission  needs,  orders,  R.E&D  and  NAS  program  initiatives.  Some 
capabihties  existing  or  under  development  require  integration  and  others  are  needed  and  require 
development. 

Benefus  Information  at  local  and  national  le%'els  \»ili  be  fully  utilized  and  will  foster  effective  analysis  of 
the  NAS  National  and  local  facilities  >\ill  have  the  complete  picture  or  all  the  necessary  data,  thereby 
enhancing  analysis  National  and  local  levels  will  have  access  to  tools  for  (1)  assessment  of  performance 
metrics.  (2)  performance  opumization.  (?)  analysis.  (4)  prediction.  (5)  workload  measures.  (6)  simulation. 
(70)  statistics.  (8)  replay,  and  (9)  structured  query  language  for  status  of  components 

APPROPRI.ATION  SUMNl^RI" 

Locations  Amount  (SdCQ) 

Appropnaicd(n' I98:.19';.M  —  $     O.d 

n'  1994  Appropnaied  —  0  0 

r>'  1995  Request  Various  2.000  0 

Future  Requirenicni  N'anou?  19.20ii '' 

Total  ■  Various  $21.200(i 

COST  ESTl.MATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FL'NDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations'  Estimated  Co5i 

Aciivirv  Tasks  Quantity  (SOlKn 

Centrally  Procured  Hardware  and  Software  Various  $2.0ou(i 
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FY  1995  OFFICE  OF  MANAGEMENT  AND  BUDGET 

FACILITgS  AND  EOUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


IMS 


I!fl£' 


Performance  Monitonng  Analysis 
System  (PMAS) 


$1,000,000 


ftnninifvtnBi' 


Various 


K3f 


46-16 


Basis  for  Request  The  current  s>stems  and  techniques  used  to  assess  air  traffic  control  (ATC)  automation 
adequac>  and  to  project  future  need  requires  significant  enhancements  An  automated  means  of  data 
collecuon  and  analysis  to  support  the  projection,  both  long  and  short  term,  of  the  capacity  and  performance 
of  air  traffic  automation  systems  (en  route  and  terminal)  is  required  Such  a  system  must  provide  sufficient 
data  to  project  and  justif>  new  and  enhanced  operauonaJ  hardware  and  software  for  the  ATC  automauon 
systems  An  automated  means  to  assess  processor  capacity  under  average  and  ma.umum  traffic  loads  is 
needed  Such  a  system  must  be  capable  of  projecung  capacity  growth  requirements  with  sufficient  lead  time 
to  allow  procurement  of  the  required  hardware  and  software  to  sausfy  the  capacity  requirements  Such  a 
need  has  been  identified  in  several  GAO  reports 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  At  the  present  ume.  only  automated  radar  terminal  system  (ARTS)  sites  and  the  en 
route  Host  equipment  provide  any  capacity  data  The  computer  reliability  data  and  capacity  data  is  collected 
in  a  \anety  of  manual  and  automated  forms  Data  collecuon  is  largely  a  labor  intensive  effon.  difficult  to 
enhance,  and  inflexible  The  collection  is  someumes  incomplete  The  imegrauon  and  analysis  of  this  data 
IS  time  consuming  and  labor  iniensi\e.  plus  the  \olume  of  data  precludes  any  in-depth  analysis  Other 
valuable  parameters  that  would  be  useful  in  supporung  capacity  analysis  are  not  collected  It  is  extremeK 
difficult  to  compare  processor  capacity  dau  with  either  the  ATC  system  capacity  data  or  the 
reliabilir\/maintainability  data  of  the  national  airspace  performance  reporting  system  O-'APRS)  Because  of 
these  deficiencies,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  use  the  data  to  project  and'or  justify  new/enhanced  operational 
hardware  and  software  for  the  ATC  automation  systems 

Descnption  of  Solution  Provide  $1,000,000  to  conunue  procurement  of  data  collecuon  devices  for 
TR-^CONs  and  ARTCCs  for  the  collecuon  of  performance  data  and  archiving  of  that  data  on  a  penodic 
basis  PNl-AS  will  prov ide  an  integrated  performance  momtoring  informauon  system  that  will  provide  data 
for  addressing  the  adequacy  of  the  air  traffic  automauon  systems  which  is  expandable  beyond  just  ARTS 
and  Host  The  system  will  automaucally  collect  data  in  a  format  that  will  facilitate  access  for  vanous 
operations  and  sen  ice  orgamzations 

Benefits  This  program  will  provide  an  automated  meaiw  to  support  capacity  and  performance  of  the  air 
trafi'ic  svstem.  both  en  route  and  tenmnal 
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FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Localions 

Amount  fSOOO) 

Appropriaied(n'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 

Various 
Vanous 

$         0.0 

9000 

1.000.0 

5.2000 

$7,100.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations' 

Estimated  Cost 

Activit^  Tasks 

Ouantit\ 

($000) 

Program  Management 

Various 

$1.0000 
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FACILITIES  AND  EOUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


Mm 

JSk- 

B£ttSE{^ 

UttOn^. 

CUP 

2A26 

Backup  Emergency  Commumcations 
(BUEC)  -  Interim 

$3,000,000 

Various 

44-05 

Basis  for  Request  The  preseni  backup  emergena  communicaiion  (BUEC)  s>siem  for  air  rou(e  traffic 
control  centers  (ARTCCs)  was  initiall>  installed  in  the  late  1950s  The  s>stem's  ulilitv  has  been  reduced  b> 
a  significantlv  changed  operating  environment,  eg,  loss  of  alternate  leased  circuits  to  air/ground  radio 
control  outlets  (RCOs)  and  reduced  co\erage  due  to  changing  air  traffic  sectors  More  significant!) .  the 
older  technolog)  can  no  longer  be  economicall>  procured,  thus  dramaticalh  increasing  the  maintenance 
costs  o\er  time  Evtensive  effort  in  the  operations  and  maintenance  communiues  has  been  necessan  to 
maintain  a  minimum  BUEC  s>siem  using  available  equipment  The  existing  BUEC  s>stem  has  been 
identified  as  the  most  urgent  maintenance  and  logistics  problem  in  the  NAS 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  decreasing  availabilit>  of  BUEC  spare  parts  has  resulted  in  supph  support  and 
associated  maintenance  problems  with  the  20  plus  year  old  BUEC  equipment  The  inabilit>  to  econonucalh 
acquire  cntical  spare  parts  without  reverse  engineenng  presents  a  potential  for  substantial  system 
degradation  in  the  nevi  few  years 

Dcsjnpiion  of  Solution  $~..0(i(i.(»(iii  is  requested  for  the  imtial  procurement  of  BLTC 
interface  communication  equipment,  stand  alone  envirorunental  enclosures,  antennas,  systems  integration 
and  sue  preparation  Additionalh,  imiial  quantities  of  transmitters  and  receivers  will  be  procured  from  an 
cMstinc  FAA  contract  and  integrated  vMih  the  above  equipment  to  complete  the  system  A  proof-of-conccpt 
study  has  demonstrated  this  system  architecture  using  commercially  available  equipment  This  sysicni 
architecture  will  be  translated  into  a  national  procurement  which  will  systematically  replace  existing  BLTC 
sites 

Benefits  This  procurement  will  provide  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  the  upgrade  necessary  to 
improve  backup  emergency  communication  for  the  ARTCCs  while  reducing  maintenance  requirements  and 
subsianiiallv  decreasing  radio  frequency  interference 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Location? 


Amount  ($001  n 


Appropriated  (F»'  198:-199.") 
F\'  1994  Appropnated 
r>'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


$        0  0 

0  0 

3.000  0 

14.500  0 

$17,500(1 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  ANT>  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Aai\in  Tasks                                                           Ouantin  ($000) 

CentralU  Procured  Equipment  and  Senices  Various  S3.000.0 
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FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


tm- 

BooaEC-* 

iiriiiirtiriiga^ 

a? 

2B01 

Ajiport  Surveillance  Radar  (ASR) 

$20,500,000 

Various 

24-13,44-60. 
34-13 

Sec  Narraiixe  Justification  for  Budget  Item  No    1B<|  1 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


9»tt>» 


tXk- 


cap 


2B02 


Terminal  Doppler  Weather  Radar 
(TDWR)  -  Provide 


$25,000,000 


Various 


24-18 


Basis  for  Request  The  terminal  doppler  weather  radar  program  will  establish  a  terminal  anation  weather 
radar  capabilir>  that  will  provide  accurate  a\iation  weather  products  (microbursi.  gust  fronts,  and  related 
hazardous  windshear)  and  furnish  software  algorithms  to  improve  the  radar  presentation  of  weather  data 

Description  of  Problem  Present  radar  s>  stems  can  only  detect  the  location  and  intensity  of  precipitation 
The  presence,  locaiion.  and  alurude  of  such  hazardous  weather  phenomena  as  turbulence,  microbursts.  and 
gust  fronts  producing  windshear  conditions  are  not  adequately  determined 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  Provide  $25,000,000  to  conunue  implementation  of  47  TDWR  systems  at  high 
activity  lerminal  locations  thai  e.xpenence  microbursi  and  other  hazardous  weather  phenomena  Funding 
uill  cover  implementation  activities  performed  by  the  TDMTl  pnme  contractor,  regions,  and  technical  and 
engineenng  support  contractors 

Benefiis  The  terminal  doppler  weather  radars  deployed  at  commercial  airporu  will  increase  aviation  safety 
v\  iih  accur.aie  and  timely  dcieciion  of  hazardous  aviation  v\eather  conditions  Weather  related  amval  and  or 
delay  depanurc  delays  vmH  be  reduced  allowing  savings  in  aviation  ftiel  consumption  This  program  will 
increase  the  safely  of  our  transportation  system  In  addition,  through  decreased  system  delays, 
transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  will  be  strengthened,  as  will  the  linkage  between 
transponaiion  and  environmental  policy  through  savings  in  aviation  fuel  consumption 

APPROPRI.ATION  SUMMARY" 


Appropnaied  (Fi'  1982-199.^1 
F\  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Locations 
47 

~47 


Amount  (SOO(i) 

$3.^7.64"?0 

5.800  0 

25.0000 

4.900.0 

$373,347.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Aaivitv  Tasks 

1.    TDWR  Prime  Contractor 

2  Techmcal/Engineenng  Support 

3  Regions/Centers 
Toul 


Locations/ 
OuantiK 


Various 


Esumated  Cost 
($000) 

$19.7000 

4.900  0 

400  0 

$25,000  (I 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


|1S»    ; 

aaar- 

SfiiffiflEj* 

OP 

2B03 

Mode  S  -  Provide 

$24,900,000 

Various 

24-12 

Basis  for  Request     Mode  S  is  the  successor  to  the  air  traffic  control  radar  beacon  s>stem  (ATCRBSi  as 
FAA's  secondar\  surveillance  capabilirv     Although  the  production  buy  is  funded  in  pnor  years,  regional 
test  equipment,  and  other  software  modification  costs  were  deferred  while  awaiting  contractor  delivenes  of 
equipment  and  software 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  current  radar  is  limited  in  its  ability  to  keep  pace  with  air  traffic  growih 
Without  impro\ed  surveillance,  additional  radar  track  processing,  digital  target  reports,  and  data  link,  most 
of  the  controller/pilot  producuvity  enhancements  inherent  in  the  advanced  automation  projects  cannot  be 
realized  Labor  intensive  maintenance  and  expensive,  obsolete  parts  drive  ojjerational  costs  even  higher  for 
current  radars 

Descnption  of  Solution  Acquire  Mode  S  ground  sensors  to  relieve  the  secondarv  surveillance  deficiencies 
noted  abo\c  and  provide  a  data  source  suitable  for  the  advanced  automation  system  (AAS)  The  Pi  1'^'.'.^ 
request  would  provide  $11,000,000  for  Mode  S  test  sets.  $1,500,000  for  RMMS  interface.  $2,500,000  for 
regional  site  preparation.  $2.800.0(iti  for  lest  equipment.  $4,100,000  for  proMsioning.  $2.00(i.00ii  for 
engineenng  support,  and  $1.000.CKKi  for  operational  test  and  evaluation  (OT&E)  performance  upgrades 

Benefits  Compared  with  the  current  system.  Mode  S  will  improve  accuracy,  reduce  interference  replace 
hard-io-mainiain  equipment,  provide  a  digital  output,  and  improve  productivity  with  a  rvvo  wav  data  linl. 
between  aircraft  and  controllers  or  data  bases  on  the  ground  As  this  program  is  related  to  the  advanced 
automation  system  (.A.^S).  it  will  coninbuie  to  strengthemng  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic 
growth  bv  enabling  increased  capacitv  of  the  air  traffic  control  system,  strengthen  the  linkage  between 
transportation  and  environmental  policy  b\  contributing  to  aviation  fuel  savings,  and  aid  in  advancing  L'  S 
Transportation  Technology  and  expertise  The  program  purchases  137  Mode  S  systems  to  provide  radar 
coverage  to  the  ground  at  108  terminals  and  to  12.500  feet  in  other  areas 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (n'  1982-199.') 
Pi'  1994  Appropnated 
Fi'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Locations 
137 

"737 


Amount  ($0(uii 


S403.200  ( 

10.100  ( 

24.900  ( 

0( 


$438,200  ( 
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FACILITIFS  AND  EOiriPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  ATBWAY  TRUST  FT  JKT,) 


COST  ESTIMATF  OF  WORK  TO  RF  FUNDED  TH1?;  VFAP 

Ac.nmT..W.                                                             ^°;^  Estin^tedCos, 
—                                                              yua^^tl^  ($000 ) 

1  Test  Sets                                                                                                 _  CHAnnn 

2  RMMS  Interface                                                            _  w^n 

3  RegionaJSnePrep                                                         _  J-^JJJ 
4.     TestEqu>pmem                                                             _.  ^.500  0 

5  Pro^■is,o^.ng                                                                      _  [JJJJ 

6  Engineenng  Suppon                                                      _.  ^'^^^^ 

7  OT&E  Performance  Upgrades                                         _.  inn/,.. 

Vanous  $24,900  0 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


me- 

.,,^^^^,,,, 

2B0A 

Digital  Bright  Radar  Indicator  Tower 
Equipment  (DBRITE) 

$2,700,000 

Various 

32-16 

Basis  for  Reauesi  The  FAA  requires  additional  DBRTTE  equipment  to  meet  existing  and  new  service 
requirements  for  pnmaT>  and  satellite  towers  This  equipment  is  used  to  assist  the  air  traffic  controller  in 
idenuf>ing  and  sequencing  aircraft  traffic,  and  is  an  important  aid  in  providing  traffic  advisories  to  aircrafi 
in  \isual  flight  rules  (NTR)  conditions 

Dcscnpiion  of  Problem  Air  traffic  growth  and  procedural  changes  now  qualify  additional  satellite  towers 
for  DBRJTE  and  selected  existing  DBRITE  towers  for  posiuon  expansion 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  Provide  $2.70(1.000  to  continue  procunng  addiuonal  DBRITE  equipment  with 
iniiial  spares  installation,  and  provisioning 

Benefits  The  DBRITE  equipment  will  provide  addiuonal  displav  positions  at  bus>  air  traffic  conuol  towers 
and  establish  positions  at  remote  towers  that  do  not  curremlv  have  a  radar  displav  This  will  reduce  verbal 
coordination  and  increase  safeiv  at  both  the  hub  and  remote  towers  This  program  will  suppon  the  safeiv  of 
our  iraiisponaiidi  svstem 


APPROPRI.ATION  SUMMARY' 


Locations 


Appropriated  CTt'  198;-199'>i 
n   1994  Appropnated 
Fi'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Activirv  Tasks 
DBRITE  Contract 


Vanous 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  '^TAR 

Locations' 

Q^'annrv 

Various 


Amount  (S'""' 

$10.7041(1 

3.6(Hiii 

2.7(Hi (1 

35.300  (I 

$5:.30(H' 


Estimated  Cost 
fSOOOi 

$2.70011 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


;:  ltoB= 

nat  ., 

JJCCBttr 

iidSliSSB^' 

2B05 

Terminal  Software  Development 
Suppon 

$4,000,000 

Various 

42-21 

Basis  for  Request:  Sofruare  enhancements  and  modification  implementation  to  the  terminal  air  traffic 
control  s>siem  are  required  to  ensure  that  these  NAS  facilities  meet  the  increasing  operational  and  safei\ 
needs 

Description  of  Problem  FAA  requirements  for  modemizmg  and  enhancing  terminal  automation 
sofiware/firmuare  exceed  in-house  capabilities  The  implementation  of  enhancements  to  sofrvxare  for  the 
existing  operational  automated  radar  terminal  s>stems  (ARTS)  and  en  route  automated  tracking  s>stems 
(EARTS)  must  continue  until  replacement  with  the  advanced  automation  s>stem  (AAS) 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  ProMdc  S4.00(i.00(i  for  contractor  support  for  existing  software  and  firmware, 
including  implementation  of  corrections  of  software  anomalies  and  enhancements  to  satisf>  required  s>stem 
processing  modifications;  integration  of  ARTS/EARTS  operational  software  enhancements,  and  suppon 
and  configuration  control  of  the  national  librar>  of  local  case  files 

Benefil?  B>  contributing  to  an  increase  in  the  capacit>  and  efficienc>  of  the  air  traffic  control  s>stem.  thif 
program  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growih  Continued  terminal 
automation  sxsiem  software/firmware  improvement  will  keep  the  NAS  facilities  operating  until  A-^S 
implenicniaiion.  ensunng  software'firmwarc  functionalit>  meets  operational  and  safet>  requirements 

APPROPRIATION  SUMM.\R') 


Location? 


Amount  (SO' Hi) 


Appropnated  rn'  1 98:- 1 99 
n   1994  Appropnated 
Pi'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Vanous 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


$  20.50(1  0 
7.400(1 
4.000(1 


$31,900.0 


Ac^lvi^  Tasks 

Terminal  Software  Development 
Implementation 


Locations' 


Various 


Estimated  Cost 

(SOOO) 


$4.0(Ki.O 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  actiMt>  levels  and  local  siiuauons  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


fes 


;^m; 


Wt- 


£^fltitto>it 


"•■■  -'■ 


2B06 


Chicago  Terminal  Radar  Approach 
Control  (TRACONl  Relocation 


$2,400,000 


32-24 


Basis  for  Request:  The  Chicago  O'Hare  TRACON  is  the  second  busiest  terminal  radar  approach  control 
facilit>  in  the  United  States,  handling  o\'er  one  million  flights  annually  to  and  from  O'Hare  Intemauonal 
Airport  and  at  surrounding  satellite  airports  including  Chicago  Midway  Instrument  operations  at  the 
Chicago  TRACON  ha\e  increased  annualK  b\  4  5  percent  from  F^'  1984  through  F^'  1989,  and  arc 
forecast  to  increase  annuall>  b>  6  7  percent  from  F^'  1990  ilirough  F^'  1995.  Actual  growth  in  instrument 
operations  at  FAA  towered  satellite  airports  (approach  control  services  provided  b\  O'Hare  TRACON)  ha\c 
increased  over  lOd  percent  from  F\  1984  through  Fi'  1989 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  existing  TRACON  facility  was  established  in  1971  and  has  been  reconfigured 
and  expanded  to  its  maximum  The  facility  cannot  be  expanded  to  meet  cunent  and  fiiture  iraflic  activity 
requirements  Further  expansion  or  addiuons  to  the  existing  facility  are  not  feasible  due  to  the  location  of 
the  O'Hare  TRACON  building  relative  to  other  airport  facilities  and  structures  These  facts  as  well  as 
relocation  alternate  es  and  recommendations  have  been  identified  in  a  facility  staff  study  as  an  adjunct  to 
the  O'Hare  System  Safety  and  Efficiency  Review  repon  dated  9/15/88  These  documents  cite  space 
additional  operational  radar  positions  (facility  maximum  is  18  but  guidelines  indicate  24  are  required 
today  1.  and  controller  lecruitment  and  retention  as  needs  for  a  new  facility 

Descnption  of  Solution  Proudc  $1.70o.(KK)  for  procurement  of  office  equipment  including  furniture, 
electronics  equipment,  office  automation,  and  office  supplies  Also  provide  $700,000  to  maintain  the 
ARTE.NllS  schedule,  update  program  documentation,  and  momtor  equipment  delivenes 

Benefits  Relocation  of  this  major  TRACON  facility  will  enhance  safety  and  benefit  the  users  through 
improved  airspace  utilization  and  increased  capacity  It  will  reduce  delays  and  enhance  safety  in  the  Grcai 
Lakes  area  It  uill  also  provide  the  space,  equipment,  and  enhancements  needed  to  meet  urgent  operational 
requirements,  improve  quality  of  life,  and  provide  the  basis  for  the  recruitment  and  retention  of  a  qualified 
work  force 

APPROPRIATION  SUMNtAR^' 


Lxication? 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (r\'  1982-199?) 
r*'  1994  Appropnated 
n'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Vanous 


$70,600 

18.200 

2.400 

0 


$91,200 
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CO^T  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BF  RINDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

ActiMh  Tasks  ommx  ismi 

1  Headquaners  Procured  Equipment 

J  -  .  S    700,0 

andSemces 

2  Reg.onalS..eWork  ^  ^i^ 
Total                                                                                      ' 


• 
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Ite-- 


mi- 


^ 


-..sjsi^'  ;--»>.■ 


nffTCTtrooF 


OP  ~ 


2B07 


ARTS  HIE  Upgrades  for  Selected  Air 
Traffic  Facilities 


$10,000,000 


Various 


32-04 


Basis  for  Request  To  upgrade  termina]  automation  at  ne^% /expanded  TRACONs  •  from  the  ARTS  III  A  to 
ARTS  IIIE  configuration  -  to  meet  projected  air  irafiRc  requirements  until  implementation  of  the  adxanced 
automation  s>'stem  (AAS) 

Descripiion  of  Problem  All  FAA  high  densit>  terminal  radar  approach  control  facilities  (TRACONs).  with 
the  e.xcepuon  of  the  New  York  TRACON.  are  supported  b>  the  ARTS  IHA  s>stem  By  the  year  1995.  some 
ARTS  IIIA  systems  uill  be  operating  near  or  beyond  rated  capacity 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  Pro\ide  $10,000,000  in  FY  1995  for  integrated  logistic  support  and  program 
management  for  the  facilities  receiving  the  ARTS  IIIE  upgrade 

Benefits  Installauon  and  adaptation  of  ARTS  IIIE  hardware  and  software  will  overcome  inherent  design 
limitations  in  the  ARTS  IllA  that  preclude  further  expansion  (beyond  that  included  with  the  Mode  C 
Intruder  (MCii  lo  meet  ever  increasing  demands  for  additional  target  tracking  and  display  abilities,  and  will 
enhance  air  safety  and  help  alleviate  traffic  flow  problems  pnor  to  the  implementation  of  A.^S  B\ 
comnbuiing  to  an  increase  in  the  capacity  and  efificii  ncy  of  the  air  tafiic  control  system,  this  program  will 
strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY" 


Location? 


Appropnaied  (FS'  1982 
F\'  1994  Appropnated 
Pi'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


199?) 


Various 


Amoum($(Knii 

$  13.200(1 

17.300  0 

10.00(1(1 

21.10011 

S61.6000 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activity  Task? 

1  Interim  Contractor  Support 

2  NAILS 

3  Program  Management 

4  Engineering  Services 
Toul 


Locations/ 
Quantin 

Various 


Vanous 


Estimated  Cost 

($000) 

$  2.400  0 

4.400.0 

2.300  0 

9000 

$10.0000 
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Meet 

jjgj.     '                                            v|;;|s5::;i  :;:;;;£■:■. 

&£S^ffi3* 

2B08 

Remote  Maintenance  Monitonng 
System  (RMMS)  -  Provide 

$10,000,000 

Various 

26-01 

Basis  for  Reouesi  This  is  a  continuation  of  a  multiyear  prograni  to  establish  the  remote  maintenance 
moniionng  s>siem  (RMMS)  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  and  design  in  the  National  Airspace 
System  (NAS)  specifications  Contracts  were  awarded  in  FY  1989  and  FY  1990  for  processor 
enhancements,  maintenance  data  terminals,  and  applications  software 

Descnption  of  Problem  Current  maintenance  procedures  rely  on  frequent  site  visits  to  accomplish 
necessap.  pre\enti\e  and  corrective  maintenance  tasks  Under  plans  to  consolidate  the  work  force  into 
centrally  located  centers,  the  le\el  of  resources  demanded  by  the  number  and  duration  of  site  \isits  will  not 
be  available  Automated  facility  performance  momionng  and  control  information  will  be  provided  from 
remote  locations  to  the  maintenance  specialists  at  centrally,  located  maintenance  centers 

Descnption  of  Solution  Provide  $10,000,000  to  continue  production  and  installation  of  the  hardware  and 
enhancement  of  software  that  v\ill  enable  NAS  subsystems  to  be  monitored  and  controlled  from  central 
locations  throughout  the  NAS  The  RMMS  will  allow  the  FAA  to  automate  and  centralize  its  maintenance 
operations  The  funding  will  provide  modifications  to  already  deployed  NAS  subsvstems  for  the  addition  of 
remote  momionng  capabilities  (such  as  radar  and  environmental  systems),  softwire  connectivity  of  newly 
developed  and  retrofitted  subsystems,  and  the  establishment  of  GNAS  and  ARTCC  maintenance  control 
ceniers  to  centralize  maintenance  activities  Funding  is  required  m  F^'  1995  for  maintenance  management 
system  software  (MMS)  production,  monitor  and  control  software  (MCS).  ARTCC  maintenance  control 
centers  (AMCC),  and  the  retrofit  of  existing  subsystems  with  RMM  capabilirv 

Benefus  The  remote  maintenance  monitoring  system  will  increase  work  force  productivity,  suppon  work 
force  consolidation,  and  improve  the  quality  of  services  being  provided  by  NAS  facilities  and  equipment 
needed  for  air  traffic  control  Increased  efficiencies  in  these  areas  will  limit  the  number  of  airwav  facilities 
staff  needed  as  the  new  NAS  subsystems  become  operational  The  commissioned  retrofitted  subsystems 
(ARSR-1/2.  ARSR-?.  ATCBI-5.  and  ILS)  are  continuing  to  produce  benefits  attribuuble  to  the  RMM  This 
program  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  (SOOO) 


Appropriated  (F\'  1982-1995) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


$277,467.6 
27,700.0 
10,000.0 
12.8000 

$327,967.6 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Aciixin  Tasks                                                           Ouajiurx  fSOOOi 

1      RMS  Retrofits                                                               ~  SSOOd 

2.  Maintenance  Control  Center                                           —  2.500  0 

3.  MCS  and  MMS  Software                                                  —  2.500  0 

4  FAA  Technical  Center  OT&E                                           —  1.500  0 

5  Program  Managcmeni                                                   ir:  3.000  o 

Total                                                                                Vanous  SlO.OOOd 
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tm-'/ 

1 

Jt<ft<atffeiy 

2B09 

Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Facilities 
-Replace 

$54,500,000 

24 

22-13,42-14 

Basis  for  Request  The  FAA  owns  or  leases  over  400  control  towers  and  must  continually  replace  various 
tower  facilities  and  equipment  to  pro\ide  an  acceptable  level  of  safe  air  iraffic  control  service  and  to  meet 
current  and  future  operational  requirements 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  The  increase  in  terminal  air  traffic  acti\it>  has  caused  an  expansion  in  services 
such  as  radar  ad\isor>  service  for  aircraft  operating  under  visual  flight  rules  and  special  handling  for  noise 
abatement  programs  Airport  expansion  has  increased  the  distances  from  the  control  tower  to  outer  aircraft 
movement  areas  creating  blind  viewing  areas  which  require  special  handling  bv  air  traffic  controllers 
Manv  of  the  FAA's  control  tower  facilities  are  20-40  years  old  and  there  is  an  ongoing  requirement  to 
replace  or  modernize  several  facilities  annuallv 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  Provide  $48,268,200  for  final  phase  fiinding  (construction,  equipment  purchases 
and  equipment  installation)  for  sites  that  were  initiallv  funded  in  FY  1992  and  R'  199?  Provide 
$6.2.^I.O(Ki  Phase  1  fiinding  for  engineenng  studies,  site  selecuon.  long  lead  time  equipment  purchases 
archiieaural  and  engineenng  work  lo  be  accomplished  in  F^'  1995  The  phased  funding  approach  ensures 
that  each  project  is  planned  and  engineered  effectivelv  to  meet  current  and  future  operational/techmcal 
requirements,  and  that  adequate  fiinds  are  progranuned  for  construction  and  equipment  procurements  and 
installation  at  each  sue 

Benefits  Strategic  location  and  adequate  height  and  size  of  an  airport  traffic  control  tower  will  provide  an 
efficient  working  environment  and  enable  controllers  to  achieve  an  aerial  view  of  the  airport  and  see  outer 
aircraft  movement  areas  resulting  in  enhanced  safety  and  increased  capacity  This  program  will  support  the 
safety  of  our  transportation  system 

APPROPRIATION  SUMM^^" 


Appropnaied  (FY  1982-1993) 
F^'  1994  Appropriated 
F\  1 995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Locations 

93 

0 
12     ' 

~ii2 


Amount  ($000 

$436,024  6 

00 

54.5000 


$490.5246 


'  Initial  funding. 

^  Requirements  are  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year  to  year  basis 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 
Acti\in  Tasks  Ouantit\ 

Replace  Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Facilities  24 

First  phase  fiinding  for  control  tower  facilities  to  be  replaced  in  FY  1995: 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$54,500  0 


Missouri 
St  Louis 

$1,400,000 

Utah 

Salt  Lake  Cm 

$1,400,000 

Alaska 
Merrill 
$384.60(1 

Kansas 

Salina 

$182,900 

Ohio 
Columbus 

$711,800 

Florida 

Ft  Lauderdale 

$235,800 

California 

Oakland 

$595,000 

Vireinia 
Newpon  New  s 
$196,000 

Washington 
Exereti 

$287,400 

Texas 
San  Angelo 
$204,800 

New  Hampshire 
Manchester 

$283,500 

Virpma 
Roanoke 

$350,000 

Final  funding  for  control  tower  facilities  started  in  F^'  1992 


OreEon 

Oregon 

Klamath  Falls 

Portland 

$1,944,100 

$7,724,100 

Final  funding  for  control  tower  facilities  started  in  F^'  1993 


Kansas 
Topeka 
$2.497.3(Hi 

Minnesota 
St  Paul 

$3,476,200 

Massachusetts 

Worcester 

$1,408,000 

Utah 

Salt  Lake  Cm 

$7,677,200 

Arkansas 
Little  Rock 
$5,980,100 

New  York 
Islip 

$4,577,400 

Illinois 
Palwaukee 

$3,777,700 

Texas 

Dallas  (Addison) 

$3,693,700 

Maine 
Bangor 

$2,734,400 

Washington 
Moses  Lake 
$2,778,000 

Locations  are  not  in  priorit>  order  and  are  subject  to  changes  based  upon  site  evaluations 
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:^:-''-—'- '■-" ::,:-:-v:--:,:;:::r----:;----;:: 

.  BaBa* 

r— 

"■:•■■■*■•■■?»<  ■cai' ■  ■■■ 

2B10 

Air  Traffic  Control  Tower  (ATCT)/ 
TRACON  Facilities  -  Improve 

$16,433,000 

Various 

42-13,  32-44, 
46-16,62-25 

Basis  for  Request  The  FAA  must  upgrade  and  tmpro\'e  various  temunal  facilities  and  equipment  on  a 
continuing  basis  to  provide  an  acceptable  level  of  safe  service,  and  to  meet  current  and  future  operationai 
requirements 

Descnption  of  Problem  In  man\  cases,  normal  equipment  and  structures  wear  out  rendenng  facilities 
obsolete  or  in  need  of  improvements  During  the  time  ATCT/TRACON  facilities  have  been  in  service. 
man\  changes  ha\e  taken  place  in  o[>eraUonal  or  safetv  requirements  and  energ\  costs  This  program  is  to 
ensure  that  there  \mII  be  an  orderly  transition  to  the  new  configurations  for  relocated/replaced  equipment 
and  other  s>stems  that  need  to  be  relocated  due  to  facilitv  improvements  This  program  will  also  insure  that 
the  integration  of  these  svstems  into  the  air  trailk  operations  environment  uill  have  minimum  impact  to 
existing  operations 

To  transition  to  the  automated  and  other  relocated  replaced  equipment  configurations,  it  will  be  necessary  to 
assess  individual  ATCT  projects  and  facilities  for  compatibihrv  with  the  proposed  future  tower  cab  and 
tower  cquipnicni  room  configurations,  assist  in  perfomung  human  factors  analyses  for  the  most  effective 
positioning  of  the  air  traffic  controller  displav  and  control  equipment  \ia  the  airvvay  facilities  tower 
mtcgration  laboratory  (AFTILl.  assess  and  plan  for  temporarv  shelters  and  associated  power,  heating,  and 
cooling  for  temporarv  cicctromc  equipment  space  while  present  equipment  rooms  are  being  renovated 

The  power  and  the  heating  ventilauon  and  air  conditiomng  (H\'AC)  at  many  of  the  towers  receiving  this 
equipment  must  be  upgraded  to  handle  both  the  new  and  old  equipment  during  the  in-service  change-out 
The  transition  of  these  projects  to  the  new  configurations  is  critical  There  is  no  room  for  anv  more 
equipment  in  many  towers,  therefore,  base  buildings  must  be  provided  or  expanded  High  levels  of  safety, 
service,  and  efficiency  in  the  air  traffic  operation  must  be  maintained 

Descnption  of  the  Solution  Provide  $10,361,930  to  improve,  repair  and  modenuze  ATCTTR.ACON 
facilities  which  are  not  candidates  for  relocation  or  consolidation  Provide  S6.07 1.070  to  initiate 
engineering  and  site  preparation,  and  integration  of  the  automated  and  relocated/replaced  equipment  into 
ATCTs/TRACONs.  this  also  includes  contractor  support  costs  for  NAS  implementation 

Benefits  This  effort  will  result  in  a  smooth  and  orderly  transition  of  CIP  projects  into  FAA's  air  traffic 
control  lowers,  minimizing  disruption  of  the  operating  system  This  will  also  improve  the  operational 
efficiency  and  environment  of  obsolete  and  detenorated  ATCT/TRACON  facilities  This  program  will 
strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropnated  (FY  1982-1993)                                                 — 
F\  1994  Appropnaied                                                             62 
n' 1995  Request                                                                     87 
Futxire  Requirement                                                              — 

$152,265  8 
20.200.0 
16.4330 

Total                                                                           Various 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

$188.8988 

Locations/ 
Aciivin  Tasks                                                              Ouantirv 

Estimated  Cost 

($0001 

Improv  c  Air  Traffic  Control  Facilities 
(National  Projects) 

Regional  Projecis 

Initiate  Engineering.  Sue  Preparation. 
Integration  and  Transition  Planning 
for  Acceptance  of  Automated  and 
Relocated Tlcplaced  Equipment 


Total 


Vanous 


$3,355(1 
7.00"  0 


6.o'l  II 
$10,433  (1 


'  Requirements  are  based  on  acti\-it>  iexels  and  local  situations  that  are  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis 
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Tim 



use- 

iaa^ao' 

2B11 

Emergency  Transceivers  - 
Replacement 

$3,000,000 

Various 

44-07 

Basis  for  Request  Pro\ide  portable  emergencN  transceiver  equipment  for  the  air  traffic  control  tower 
(ATCT)  and  terminal  radar  approach  control  (TRACON)  facilities  Procure  state-of-the-art.  reliable,  and 
supportable  equipment  to  replace  aging  equipment  currenll>  in  service  Portable  transceivers  are  required 
for  providing  emergencv  commumcation  capabilitv  in  ATCTs  and  TRACONs. 

Descnption  of  Problem  Ninet>  percent  of  the  emergencv  transceivers  currentlv  in  use  at  the  ATCT  and 
TRACON  facilities  are  antiquated  and  obsolete  rube-tvpe  equipment  Tht  remaining  10  percent  of  the 
facilitv  equipment  does  not  meet  current  radio  frequencv  interference  requirements  It  is  essential  that  this 
communications  equipment  be  replaced  to  provide  safe  air  traffic  control  services  that  will  significantiv 
decrease  both  maintenance  requirements  and  interference  problems 

Descnption  of  Solution  Provide  $,".000,000  to  procure  approximate!)  132  emergencv  transceivers  for 
ATCT  facilities  This  effon  uliimatelv  will  provide  appro.umaielv  2.160  VHF  and  UHF  transceivers  for 
approvimatelv  .ijd  ATCT  facilities  and  150  TRACON  facilities,  and  the  related  equipment,  spares,  and 
services 

Benefits  This  procurement  will  provide  the  Federal  Aviation  Admimsiraiion  the  upgrade  necessan  to 
maintain  emergencv  communications  equipment  for  the  ATCTs  and  TRACONs  vNhilc  reducing 
maintenance  requirements  and  substantial!)  decreasing  radio  interference  problems  The  reliabilitv  of 
communications  betvxecn  air  traffic  controllers  and  pilots  as  well  as  other  controllers  is  vital  to  the  safe 
operation  of  the  air  traffic  control  svstem  Bv  contributing  to  the  FA.A  communications  network,  thii. 
program  will  support  the  safetv  of  our  iransponation  sv stem 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 


Locations 


Appropnated  (F^'  1982-1993) 
F^'  1994  Appropnated 
F^'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  ($000 1 

$00 

3.000  0 

3.000(1 

45.6000 

$51.600  0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  "^TAR 


Activin  Tasks 

Centra)!)  Procured  Equipment  and  Services 


Locations' 
Quan^l^ 

Vanous 


Estimated  Cost 

($(KIO) 

$3,000  0 
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me- 


:-!^:o:>::   i:j^: 


sy■^^^i^^^^i;>i^ii^iir>i^i:' 


W^nrfTrffflWi' 


CSf 


2B12 


Terminal  Voice  Switch  Replacement 
(TVSR)/Enhanced  Terminal  Voice 
Switch  (ETVS) 


$15,500,000 


31 


22-12,32-12 


Basis  for  Request  Air  trafific  controllers  in  the  temiina)  environment  require  a  reliable  voice  switching 
capabilit>  to  allo»  \oice  communication  with  aircraft  through  radios  or  voice  conunurucation  with  other 
ground  based  air  traffic  facilities  through  a  telephone  netMork.  The  integrated  air  traffic  control  terrmnal 
voice  switch  proxides  the  means  through  which  voice  communication  paths  are  selected  and  established 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  Over  50  percent  of  the  456  voice  switches  in  operation  at  air  traffic  terminals  are 
leased  obsolete  electromechanical  switches  which  were  installed  in  the  1960s  and  1970s  These  sxMtches 
must  be  replaced  before  the  leases  expire  More  importantl>.  these  switches  should  be  replaced  before  the> 
jeopardize  the  safe  and  efficient  control  of  commercial  and  general  a\iation  aircraft  Manx  of  the  sxstems 
current!)  installed  are  insupportable  and  replacement  switches  are  mandatorv  to  ensure  continuation  of 
effecti\e  control  senices  Replacement  of  these  electromechanical  switches  with  modem  equipment  will 
sigiuficantK  improve  the  operational  and  maintenance  aspects  of  lemunal  operations  The  pnmar\  focus  of 
the  ETVS  projeci  is  to  replace  aging  ICSS  analog  switches  (in  excess  of  15  years)  that  are  expensive  to 
maintain  and  are  becoming  difficult  to  support  The  potential  exists  to  include  the  expansion  and  back-up 
communication  charactensucs  to  meet  growth  requirements  for  metroplex  control  facilities  (MCF's).  local 
control  faciliues  (LCFs).  and  TCCC  remote  TRACONs  (T/RT) 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  Provide  $  1 5.500.000  in  H'  1995.  of  which  $13,500,000  will  be  used  to  procure  an 
addiuonal  3 1  large  systems  and  S2.000.000  will  be  used  for  development  and  issuance  of  a  soliciutioii 
package  to  support  an  estimated  contract  award  in  Dl'  1995  for  the  ETA'S  project 

Benefits  This  procurement  will  provide  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  the  capability  to  continue 
reliable  voice  commmucations  in  support  of  air  traffic  terminal  operauons  The  reliability  of 
commumcations  between  air  traffic  controllers  and  pilots  as  well  as  other  controllers  is  Mtal  to  the  safe 
operation  of  the  air  traffic  control  system  By  providing  an  essential  element  of  the  FAA  commumcations 
network,  this  program  will  suppon  the  safety  of  our  transponauon  system 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 


Appropnated  (Ft'  1982-1993) 
F^'  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 

'  ET\'S  quantities  are  being  determined 


Locations 

155 
61 
31 

"247 


Amount  (SOO(m 

$  45.000.0 

26.600  0 

15.500  0 

131.5000 

S218.6000 


F&E-87 


1324 


FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SIfBMISSION 

FACILITES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND^ 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\ift  Tasks                                                                  Quantin  (tOOO) 

1      Centrally  Procured  Equipment  and  Services                      31  $12.100  0 

2.     Program  Management                                                       —  1,400  0 

3      ETVS  Acqmsiuon  Support                                            — -  2.000  0 

Toul                                                                                        31  $15,500.0 


F&E-88 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENrS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


:9imJffBt 


lae^- 


2B13 


Radio  Control  Equipment  (RCE) 
Provide 


$9,600,000 


Various 


25-08 


Basis  for  Request  This  project  replaces  present  radio  signaling  and  tone  control  equipment  and  improves 
oixrational  performance  and  reduces  maintenance  costs  The  new  control  equipment  will  eliminaic 
operational  deficiencies  and  impro\e  air-ground  conunuiucations  senices  This  equipment  will  be  used  for 
controlling  radio  assets  at  remote  center  air/ground  communications  facilities  (RCAG).  remote 
iransminer/recei\er  (RTR).  and  remote  communications  outlet  (RCO)  faciliues 

Description  of  Problem  The  existing  tone  control  equipment  incorporates  obsolete  tube/relay  de\ices  that 
ha\e  functional  system  deficiencies,  such  as  push-to-talk  keying  delays,  false  transfers  of  equipment,  no 
main/standb>  equipment  status  readback.  improper  impedance  switching,  and  low  unit  reliabilir\  The 
existing  system  is  not  transparent  to  uSer  demands  and  reconfigurations,  which  leads  to  lowered 
productiMty  and  inefficiency  The  new  equipment  must  meet  current  and  fiiture  reqmrements  of  the  Air 
Route  Traffic  Control  Center  (ARTCC).  Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  (TRACON)  and  Automated 
Fliehi  Service  Station  (.AFSS) 

Descnpiion  ( f  Solution  froMdc  $9,600.00(1  for  procurement  of  RCE  that  is  of  a  singular  design,  modular 
flexible,  and  expandable  to  meet  current  and  future  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  requirements  for  the 
ARTCC/RCAG.  TR.ACON/RTR.  and  AFSSTICO  facilities  Cunent  requirements  will  focus  on  replacing 
obsolete  tube  relay  and  solid  state/relay  devices,  fiiture  requirements  will  focus  on  ARTCC  ex-pansion  needs 
TR.ACON  consolidation  needs  for  radio  control  equipment  Future  requirements  will  satisfy  the  interfaces 
with  the  Voice  Switching  and  Control  System  (VSCS»  equipment  and  radio  interfaces  at  the  RC.^Gs. 
RTRs.  and  RCOs  The  requested  fiinding  will  be  used  to  continue  procurement  of  a  RCE  which  will  be 
logistically  supported  and  satisfy  the  e.xisting  requirement 

Benefits  This  project  will  replace  the  present  radio  control  equipment  to  improve  operational  performance 
and  reduce  operauons  and  maintenance  cost  ($65M)  The  reliability  of  communications  between  air  traffic 
controllers  and  pilots  as  well  as  other  controllers  is  vital  to  the  safe  operation  of  the  air  tiaffic  control 
system  Bv  contributing  to  the  FAA  communications  network,  this  program  will  support  the  safety  of  our 
transportation  system 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locauons 


Appropnated  (FY  1982-1993) 
F\'  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$231.700  0 

14.9000 

9.600(1 

14.000  0 

$270.2000 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACELITES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

Actixin  Tasks 

Ouantirv 

fSOOO) 

Centrall)  Procured  Equipmeni  and  Services 

Vanous 

$9.6000 

F&E-90 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EOinPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  F\  IND) 


2B14 

Runway  Status  Light  System 

$4,000,000 

1 

62-21 

Basis  for  Request  Increases  in  runua>  incursion  accidents  such  as  in  Detroit  and  Los  Angeles  which  took 
43  h\es  reinforce  the  requirement  for  automated  monitoring  and  pilot  alerts  to  prevent  runwa\  incursions 
Boston's  Logan  International  Airpon  consistentJv  leads  the  nation  in  runwav  incursions  caused  b\  pilot? 
enienng  the  runuav  when  it  is  unsafe 

Descnption  of  Problem  Runwav  incursions  and  surface  errors  continue  to  occur  at  congested  airports 
nowhere  more  so  than  Boston  NN'ithout  some  reduction  in  nmuav  incursion  events,  operational  change!^ 
uill  be  needed  uhich  affect  airpon  efricienc>  Although  ASDE-3  itself  will  improve  safef>.  the  controller 
must  continuouslv  monitor  the  radar  to  prevent  runuav  incursions  There  is  no  similar  wanung  to  pilots 
when  the  runwav  is  "hot",  meamng  that  another  aircraft  is  on  approach  close  to  landing,  on  landing  rollout 
or  taking  off 

Descnption  of  Solution  Runvvav  status  lights  provide  safetv  benefits  through  alening  the  pilot  to  unsafe 
conditions  using  airfield  lighung  The  runvvav  status  lights  use  the  ASDE-3  as  the  suneillance  sensor 
Safetv  aleonthms  within  the  ninwav  status  light  svsiem  provide  a  umel>  visual  alen  when  the  runwav  is  in 
use  n  1995  funding  request  of  $4,000,000  is  for  conpleuon  of  the  installauon  of  the  lights,  trenching 
cabling,  and  software  documenution  upgrades  for  each  ninvvav/ta.\iwav  intersecuon  at  Boston  Logan,  for 
the  initiation  of  operauon/suiiabilitv  evaluauons.  and  for  the  imuation  of  pilot'controller  human  factor? 
stud>  regarding  concept  acceptance  and  shared  roles  for  safei>  responsibilit> 

Bgnef"^  Improve  safct>  of  aircraft  operations  on  the  ground  bv  wanung  of  potential  runwav  incursions 
This  lighting  svstem  will  provide  the  pilot  more  control  over  surface  safetv  The  svstem  will  also  prevent 
ninwav  incursions  bv  automaticallv  and  rapidiv  providing  visible  status  indicauons  directlv  to  the  pilot  and 
therebv  provide  a  backup  to  controllers  This  svstem  will  be  able  to  prevent  60°o  of  airpon  surface 
accidents  and  incidents 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 
Locations 


Appropnated  (n'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
R'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($0001 

$        0  0 

2.000(1 
4.000(1 


$6,000  (I 


Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activitv  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis 
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FY  1995  PRESEDENPS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it>  Tasks  Quantin  f$000) 

1.     Cabling.  Trenching.  Lights.  Sofmare 

Documentation  —  $3.7000 

2  Operation/Suitabilii>  Evaluations  —  200.0 

3  Human  Factors  Stud>  :^  100  0 

Total  1  $4,000.(1 


F&E-9: 
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FY  1995  PRESEDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


W£- 

Beiaas-' 

Ufflffiffiff  ■> 

CO* 

2B15 

Airpon  Surface  Detection  Equipment 
(ASDE)  -  Additional  Establishment 

$7,000,000 

Various 

24-14 

Basis  for  Request  The  original  ASDE-3  program  pro%ided  for  the  establishment  of  30  ASDE-3  s>  stems 
and  three  additional  sensors  to  satisf>  the  requirement  for  three  dual  sensor  s>stems  A  contract  was 
awarded  in  1985  and  an  option  was  exercised  in  1988  to  pro\ide  the  additional  sensors  The  F^'  199~ 
appropnation  provided  for  the  acquisition  of  7  additional  ASDE-3  radar  s>'stems  to  be  located  at  6  sites  and 
the  FAA  Techrucal  Center 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  The  F\  1993  appropriation  provided  funding  for  equipment  procurement. 
howe\er.  additional  funding  is  required  for  site  preparation 

Descnpiion  of  Soluiion  Provide  $7,000,000  in  Pi'  1995  for  site  preparauon  at  the  ASDE-3  sites  added  b> 
the  P»'  1993  appropnation 

Benefits  The  ASDE  program  will  provide  positive  surveillance  and  assist  in  expediting  aircraft  flow 
dunng  restncied  \Tsibilit>  conditions  This  program  will  increase  the  safet>  of  our  transportation  sxsieni 
In  addiiion  through  decreased  svsieni  delavs.  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  will  be 
strengthened,  as  will  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  enxironmental  polic\  through  savings  in 
aviaiion  fuel  consumption 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY" 


.Appropnated  (F»'  1982-1993) 
Fl'  1994  Appropnaicd 
Fi'  1995  Request 
Future  Requiremeni 
Total 


Locations 
40 

40 


Anioun;  (S'""' 

$190,200.0 
26.600  11 

7.000  0 

on 

$223,800(1 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activity  Tasks 
Sue  Preparation 


Locations/ 
Quantify 

Vanous 


Estimated  Cost 

($0001 

$7,000  0 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


'laaaat' 

2B16 

ARTS  IIA  Mode  C  Intruder  Capability 
and  Video  Compression 

$9,400,000 

Various 

32-06 

Basis  for  Request  The  expanded  automated  radar  lerminal  s>stem  (ARTS)  IIA  capacit>  will  pro\ide  the 
automation  sxstem  capacit>  to  meet  air  traffic  and  routine  funcuonal  growth  requirements  until  replaced  b> 
the  ad\'anced  automation  s\stem  (AAS)  The  expanded  capacit>  will  also  include  mode  C  intruder  (MCI) 
funciionalit>  which  ex-pands  conflict  alert  functions  to  include  air  traffic  controller  wanungs  of  potential 
conflias  bemeen  aircraft  under  positi\e  air  traffic  control  (associated  aircraft)  and  aircraft  not  under 
positive  air  traffic  control  (unassociated  aircraft)  Current  conflict  alert  functionalit>  requires  both  aircraft 
to  be  under  positise  air  traffic  control 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  Air  traffic  growth  and  routine  automation  s>stem  functiona]it>  growth  has  left  the 
current  ARTS  llA  s>stem  with  less  than  ten  percent  capacit>  reserve  The  reserve  cannot  support  MCI  and 
IS  insufiTiciem  to  accommodate  processing  and  displa>  of  future  air  traffic  growth  and  routine  functional 
enhancements  until  ARTS  llA  is  replaced  b>  the  AAS  Air  traffic  growth  has  also  resulted  in  an  increase  m 
poientiallv  hazardous  situations  ansing  between  controlled  and  uncontrolled  aircraft 

Descnption  of  Solution  ProMde  $9.4(Ki.00()  to  complete  the  procurement  and  insullation  of  .ARTS  llA 
hardware  and  software  upgrades  thai  will  meet  the  automation  s>stem  processing  and  displa>  capacit> 
growth  requirements  and  incorporate  MCI  ftinctionalit>  of  automatic  conflict  alerts  for 
associated  unassociated  MCI  aircraft  pairs  equipped  with  Mode  C  transponders 

Benefits  The  ex-panded  capacit>  will  provide  automation  svstem  senice  to  the  air  traffic  controller  without 
svsicm  degradauon  in  the  face  of  increasing  air  traffic  and  s>stem  fiinctionalm  growth  The 
implementation  of  MCI  functionalir>  will  further  assist  the  air  traffic  controller  b>  ex-panding  the  conflict 
alert  function  and  provide  increased  safetv  b>  avoiding  poientiallv  hazardous  situations  when  an 
unassociated  aircraft  is  projected  to  intrude  into  airspace  of  an  associated  aircraft 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 


Locations 


Amount  (SO(Ki  I 


Appropnated  (Fi'  1982-199.*) 
FV  1994  Appropnated 
F^'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


$9.5000 

26.1000 

9.4000 

00 

$45,000.(1 
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FY  1995  PRESIPFNT'S  BUDGFT  ^imMTQQinv 

FACBLITES  AND  FQIFTPMENT  APPRQPRJATinv 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATF  OF  WORK  TO  RE  FUNDED  THTS  VFap 

AcmmTa^k.  '^"f  EsunutedCos, 

■ guanurv  ($000  > 

1  MCI  Software/Expand  Capacm  ...  e«  inn  m 

2  Program  Management                                                       .  ,  ,„„ ! 
Total                                                                           y,-—  JJOOn 

Vanous  $9,400  (1 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION- 
FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 
(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUNT)^ 


a&^  . . 

Bc^ 

„.l«a£ar' 

2B17 

Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control 
Automation  (TATCA) 

$13,000,000 

Various 

62-20 

Basis  for  Request:  The  principal  capacit>  constraint  today  is  the  arrival  traffic  management  process 
Mherebv  aircraft  approaching  from  muluple  directions  are  sequenced,  merged,  and  spaced  for  landing  Tlie 
TATCA  program  will  enhance  en  route  and  terminal  efiicienc>  through  airspace  and  runuay  utilization  b> 
proN'iding  fuel  efiicieni  and  conflict  free  controller  adMsories 

Description  of  Problem  The  aircraft  irafTic  management  process  is  accomplished  uith  vanous  teams  of 
controllers  in  en  rouie  centers,  approach  control  facilities,  and  airport  towers  Inefficiencies  in  the  process 
result  in  idle  time  on  the  runways  thai  prevent  utilization  of  their  fiJI  capacity  The  consequence  is  air 
traffic  detaxs  which  increase  aircraft  operating  costs  and  inconvemence  passengers 

Description  of  Solution  The  traffic  management  ad\'isor  (TM.A)  and  the  final  approach  spacing  tool 
(PAST)  are  TATCA  products  being  developed  to  help. alleviate  terminal  traffic  congestion  and  reduce 
delaxs  This  is  the  second  year  of  a  muliiyear  program  to  equip  selected  major  TRACON  facilities  and 
ARTCCs  with  T.^TCA  equipment  Provide  SP.OdO.OOd  in  H'  1995  to  conunue  limited  deploNinenl  of  the 
TM.A  lit  selected  Centers  and  to  begin  limited  deplovment  of  FAST  at  selected  TRACOK  facilities 

This  request  would  procure  both  the  hardware  and  software,  documentation,  trairung.  maintenance,  and 
installation  of  TMA  at  si\  to  Id  ARTCCs  and  FAST  at  five  TRACON  facilities  The  TMA  and  FAST  units 
will  be  configured  to  accommodate  the  runwa>  configurations,  procedures,  and  software  configurations 
unique  to  each  specific  sue 

Benefits'  The  TATCA  program  has  been  developed  to  meet  projected  demand  growth  b\  increasing  the 
throughput  capability  of  ARTCC  and  TRACON  facilities  at  several  large,  busy  airports  By  contributing  to 
an  increase  in  the  capacity  and  efficiency  of  the  air  traffic  control  system,  this  program  will  strengthen 
transporuuon's  role  m  supporting  the  economv  These  enhancements  will  help  to  decrease  sy  stem  dela>  s 
which  «iil  save  aviation  fuel,  thereby  s>rengthemng  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  enxiionmental 
polic>  These  tools  are  expected  to  increase  capacir>  and  therefore  have  the  potential  to  reduce  dela>s 
TMA  and  DA  will  be  deployed  at  ten  Centers,  with  FAST  going  to  five  TRACONs 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'.^  RirOGET  .St  mMT<;<:Tr>v 

FACILITES  AND  EOUTPMETsfT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRILST  Ft  TNT)) 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (n'  1982-199.^) 
R'  1 994  Appropnated 
n-  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Acti\it\  Tasks 

1  Hardware  Software  Procurement  (TNU) 

2  Hardware/Software  Procurement  (FASTj 
->      Trainini; 

4  Insiallaiion{TMA) 

5  Installation  (FAST) 
Toul 


— 

$        00 

— 

8.650  0 

— 

13.000  0 

Vanous 

18.000  0 
$39,650(1 

rO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locauons' 
Quantity 

Estimated  Cosi 

($00(11 

... 

$".3''5  0 

— 

3.155(1 

— 

1.000  0 

10 

1.030(1 

f 

440  0 

Vanous  $l.v000(i 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


^.        ' 

""iifiai(ftB» """ 

.:,::;,„::.;...:.|3|l:::,,*,::::,,... 

2B18 

Terminal  Radar  (ASR)  -  Improve 

$3,898,000 

Various 

44-60,46-16 

Basis  for  Request  The  airpon  surveillance  radar  s>'Stems  provide  the  means  for  determining  aircraft 
positions  approaching,  departing,  and  passing  through  terminal  areas 

Descnpuon  of  Problem  The  terminal  radar  surveillance  s>stems  at  various  locations  need  minor 
improvements  and  or  modifications  that  include  state-of-the-art  changes  or  relocations  to  correct 
deficiencies   In  addition,  support  must  be  provided  to  solve  svstems  operation  problems 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $1,898,000  for  necessarv  improvements  and  support  to  solve  terminal 
radar  facilitv  operauonal  problems  and  S2.000.000  to  continue  digital  charung  efiTons 

Benefits  This  is  a  collection  of  improvement  projects' required  to  keep  the  National  Airspace  System 
facilities  efficient  and  up-io-daie  The  projects  are  mainlv  for  correction  of  site  specific  problems  or 
deficiencies  This  program  v\ill  contribute  to  providing  controllers  with  this  information,  and  thereby  will 
support  the  safety  of  our  transportation  s>  stem 

APPROPRI.ATION  SUMM-\R')" 


Locations 

Amoum($000i 

Appropnated(n"  198;-199.')                                                  ~ 

$7L1218 

n' 1994  Appropnatcd 

9.393  0 

n'  1995Requesi                                                                     ~ 

3.898(1 

Future  Requirement 

Total                                                                           Vanous 

S84.4148 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations' 

Estimated  Cost 

Acuvin  Tasks                                                              Quanuiv 

($000) 

1.     Provide  Radar  Remoiing                                                — 

71.0 

2     Digital  Charting                                                            — 

2.000  0 

3.    Terminal  Radar  In-Service  Engineering                          — 

1.8270 

Total                                                                       Vanous 

$3,898  0 

'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-io- 
vear  basis 


F&E-98 


1335 


FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  fsl  rRM1<;'sinM 

FACILITES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPRQPRIATIOK' 

(AIRPORT  AND  Am  WAY  TRUST  R INH) 


me. 

.:jV;vy;>::i::y:::;::-:'.r:-:::-;:-:^:;;:":;:::;>;;:::::'::>:: 

2B19 

Dallas/Fort  Worth  Metroplex  Program 

$5,500,000 

1 

32-22 

Basis  for  Request  The  Dallas/Fon  Worth  Metroplex  air  traffic  s>stem  plan  has  been  deseloped  to  meet  the 
current  ajrpon  aciiMt>  and  forecasted  air  traffic  growth  over  the  next  two  decades 

Description  of  Problem  The  existing  air  traffic  control  s>stem  was  designed  in  the  late  1960s  and  has 
proMded  adequate  air  traffic  service  in  the  past  The  increased  volume  of  traffic,  coupled  with  the 
operauonal  comple\it>  of  the  airspace  encompassing  the  Dallas/Fon  Worth  area,  has  placed  constraints  on 
efficient  air  traffic  control  operations 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  The  P*'  1995  request  is  to  provide  $5,500,000  to  continue  site  preparauon  and 
equipment  insullation  in  the  expanded  TRACON.  site  preparauon  and  equipment  installation  of  voice 
suiich  ID  serve  all  three  ATCTs  and  the  ex-panded  TRACON  site  preparauon  for  Mode  S.  and  (light  checks 
for  terminal  radars  at  the  east/west  ASR-9  faciliues.  and  install  new  and/or  replace  interim  engine 
generators  at  the  offside  and  comerpost  VORTAC  faciliues  and  east  ASR-9  facilm 

Benefuf  Airpon  and  airspace  capacitv  will  be  increased  and  user  delavs  will  be  reduced  based  on  tlic 
major  air  traffic  procedural  changes  planned  as  pan  of  the  o\erall  Dallasfon  Wonh  Metroplex  program 


APPROPRIATION  SUMM-^N' 


Locations 


Appropnated  (T^'  198:-I99.') 

Fi'  1994  Appropnated 

F\  1995  Request 

Future  Requirement 

Toul 


Amount  fSOddi 

$I32.1.Vvl 

13.300  0 

5.500  (1 

15.000  0 

$165,953  1 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Acu\itv  Tasks 

1  Headquaners  Acti\ities 

2  Regional  Site  Work 
Total 


Locations' 
Quantity 


Estimated  Cost 

($000) 

$1.1110 
4.3890 


$5,500(1 
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HSki    ~ 

'  Beaa*^  :;■;■:  ■■■;'■ 

UaOm-^ 

m^^- 

2B20 

Potomac  Project  Metroplex 

$2,800,000 

1 

32-34 

Basis  for  Requesi:  The  air  traffic  control  s>siem  in  the  metropolitan  area  is  approaching  s>'siem  capacit>'  in 
a  number  of  major  areas    It  is  clearh  not  prepared  to  meet  the  challenges  that  the  next  decade  will  present 

Description  of  Problem  Major  deficiencies  at  the  four  Meuopolitan  facilities  (Andrews  AFB.  Balumore. 
Dulles.  Washington)  necessitate  a  continuing  requirement  to  upgrade  equipment.  administrati\'e  space  to 
accommodate  traffic  growth,  and  new  technological  adxances  while  ongoing  control  operations  arc 
maintained  These  facilities  lack  sufTicient  physical  space,  adequate  power  and  heating,  ventilating  and  air 
condiiiomne  fHVAC)  capabilir>  to  accommodate  anticipated  growth  while  simultaneously  effecting  the 
transition  from  the  current  configuration  to  the  AAS  environment 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $2,800,000  to  suppon  the  efforts  to  establish  the  Potomac  TRACON  to 
enhance  o\  erall  a\  lation  safety  and  accommodate  the  anticipated  growth  of  operations  in  the  metropolitan 
Washington  area  It  will  also  adhere  to  fiscal  responsibilities  regarding  future  F&E  project  requirements 
nccessar\  to  support  the  expected  increase  in  aviation  activity  in  this  area 

Be  lefiis  Svsteni  capacit>  will  improve  Large  volumes  of  aircraft  currentiv  operate  continuously  within 
the  airspace  s>  stem  and  further  growth  and  expansion  in  capacity  is  closely  linked  to  efficient  operations 

APPROPRl.ATION  SUMM.AlR^' 


Appropriated  fPi'  I982-199.>) 
Pi'  1994  Appropnated 
Fl'  1995  Request 
Future  Reqiurement 
Total 


Locations 

1 
T 


Amount  ($000) 

$         00 

0.0 

2.800  0 

140.8oUt.' 

$143,600.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activin  Tasks 

1.     Regional  Costs 

2     Program  Managemeni/Engineenng 

Total 


Locations' 
Ouantin 


Estimated  Cost 

($0001 

$     8000 

2.0000 

$2,800  0 
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33flp 

'  i.satffesK' 

2B21 

Nonhem  California  Metropiex 

$1,500,000 

1 

32-36 

Basis  for  Request  The  Northern  Calilbmia  MCF  program  is  part  of  the  FAA's  modernization  strateg>  for 
limited  facilit>  consolidauott  of  its  mix  of  22  en  route  centers  and  more  than  200  terminal  radar  approach 
control  (TRACON)  facilities,  including  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  facilities  The  Nonhem 
California  MCF  is  one  of  several  MCFs  being  established  These  MCFs.  0|>eraung  in  conjunction  with  the 
existing  en  route  centers  and  stand  alone  TRACONs  will  pro%ide  safe  and  efilicieni  national  airspace 
management  by  optimizing  the  application  of  new  technolog> 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  infrastructure  of  the  FAA's  air  traffic  control  system  in  the  nonhem  California 
area  requires  modemization  and  expansion  to  meet  current  and  projected  increased  traffic  demands  Air 
traffic  increased  b>  100"o  in  the  area  dunng  the  1982-1992  time  frame  and  operations  are  forecasted  to 
increase  by  l9°/o  from  1992-2000  To  meet  these  demands,  increased  capability  is  required  for  auiomauon 
capacity  and  facility  space 

Descnption  of  Solution  Provide  first  year  funding  in  the  amount  of  $1,500,000  for  program  imiiation 
ad\anced  engineenng.  and  sue  specific  studies  These  activities  will  accomplish  the  prerequisites  to  begin 
fac'lirv  constnciion  and  equipment  acquisitions  to  achieve  an  initial  operational  capability  bv  the  year 
2(HHi    The  total  estimated  cost  is  SI 56.000.000 

Benefits  FA.A  and  user  benefits  are  denved  from  the  MCF  establishment  F.AA  benefits  include  reduced 
operations  and  maintenance  cost  for  consolidated  facilities  User  benefits  include  improved  overall  airspace 
management  through  reduced  delays,  circuitous  routings  and  a  reduction  in  inefficient  altitude 
assignments  User  benefits  to  operators  of  aircraft  and  their  passengers  accrue  through  fuel  and  time 
savings  resulting  from  more  efficient  airspace  and  route  design 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY" 


Locations: 


Appropnated  (Fi'  1982-199?) 
r\'  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  (SOOdi 

$      00 

0  0 
1.500  0 


Vanous 


$1.500  0 


Future  requirements  to  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  will  be  validated  on  a  year- 


to-vear  basis 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FlffJDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Acti^^^  Tasks                                                              Quantin  ($000) 

I.     Advanced  Engineering  —  $1.200  0 

2     Program  Support  — -  3000 

Total  Various  $1,500.0 


F&E-io: 
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2B22 

Atlanta  Metroplex 

$1,500,000 

1 

32-38 

Basis  for  Requesl  The  Atlanta  MCF  program  is  part  of  the  FAA's  modemization  strateg>  for  limited 
facilm  consolidation  of  its  mix  of  22  en  route  centers  and  more  than  200  terminal  radar  approach  control 
(TRACON)  facilities,  including  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  facilities  The  Atlanta  MCF  is  one  of 
se\eral  MCFs  being  established  These  MCFs  operating  in  conjunction  with  the  existing  en  route  centers 
and  stand  alone  TRACONs  will  pro\ide  safe  and  efficient  national  airspace  management  b\  optimizing  the 
application  of  new  technoIog> 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  infrastructure  of  the  FAA's  air  traffic  control  s>siem  in  the  Atlanta  and  north 
Georgia  area  require  modernization  and  expansion  to  meet  current  and  projected  increased  traffic  demands 
The  1996  Olympics  and  the  addition  of  a  fifth  runwa>  will  greatly  increase  air  traffic  activity  in  the  Atlanta 
area  with  significani  regional  and  national  airspace  management  impacts  To  meet  these  demands, 
increased  capability  is  required  for  automation  and  system  capacity,  power  conditiomng  systems,  and 
facility  space 

Descnption  of  Solution  Provide  first  year  funding  in  the  amount  of  $1,500.00(1  for  program  initiation 
advanced  eneineenng  and  siie  specific  studies  These  activities  will  accomplish  the  prerequisite 
requirements  to  begin  facility  construction  and  equipment  acquisitions  to  achieve  an  imtial  operational 
capabilitv  bv  the  year  20(i(i    The  total  esumated  cost  is  $123,000,000 

Benefits  F.A.A  and  user  benefits  are  denved  from  the  MCF  establishment  FAA  benefits  include  reduced 
operations  and  maintenance  costs  for  consolidated  facilities  User  benefits  include  improved  overall 
airspace  managemeni  through  reduced  dela>  s.  reduced  circuitous  routings,  and  reduced  ineSicieni  altitude 
assignments  User  benefits  to  operators  of  aircraft  and  their  passengers  accrue  through  fuel  and  time 
sav  ings  resulting  from  more  efficient  airspace  and  route  design 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMAR'i" 


Locations 


Appropriated  (F\'  1982-1993) 
F^'  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Requesi 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  ($000 1 

S      0(1 
00 

1.50(10 


Various 


$1.500  0 


'  Future  requirements  to  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  will  be  validated  on  ; 
to-vear  basis 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Location;;/  Estimated  Cost 

Actixin  Tasks                                                              Ouantin  ($000 ) 

1.  Advanced  Engineering                                                          —  $L200.0 

2.  Program  Support                                                        — .  jqqo 

Total                                                                           Various  $L500.0 


F&E-104 


J 
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I^ 

S£a«K«: 

l^criosip 

ca 

2B23 

Employee  Safety  for  Airpon  Traffic 
Control  Towers  (ATCT)/OSHA 
Environmental  Compliance  Standards 

$31,300,000 

Various 

46-26.  46-24 

Basis  for  Reouesi  This  funding  is  requested  to  bring  ATCTs  into  compliance  with  employee  fire  life  safet> 
standards  as  required  b>  Executive  Order  12196.  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Program  for  Federal 
Employees  In  addition.  Environmenial  Protection  Agency  regulations  require  that  asbestos  be  abated 
uhenever  it  is  disturbed  as  a  result  of  construction  Compliance  with  these  standards  will  eliminaie 
conditions  such  as  exposure  to  asbestos  contaimng  building  matenals  (ACBM)  and  reduce  the  nsk  of 
faialiiics  or  senous  injunes  in  the  event  of  fire 

Funding  is  also  requested  to  ensure  that  the  FAA  is  in  compliance  with  applicable  ensironmemal  and 
occupational  health  and  safety  (OSHA)  regulauons  at  all  other  FAA  facilities 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  The  Department  of  Labor.  Occupauonal  Safety  and  Health  Adrmmsiration 
(OSHA).  requires  FA.A  to  bnng  ATCTs  into  compliance  with  FAA  Order  .^900  32  and  3910  5  for  fire  life 
safciv  Fire  safci\  deficiencies  exist  in  approximalely  90  percent  of  the  ATCTs  and  ACB.M  exist  in  mosi 
.ATCTs  erected  pnor  to  19"8  Examples  of  fire  safety  deficien.ies  to  be  corrected  arc  insufTicicnt  smok. 
fire  alarm  systems,  unprotected  exits,  and  improper  type  or  quantity  of  fire  extinguishers  ACBM  will  be 
affected  at  30  percent  of  the  faciliues  due  to  fire  safety  compliance  projects  Asbestos  abatement  required  to 
mitigate  the  hazard?  will  be  undertaken  as  pan  of  fire  safety  projects 

Executi\e  Order  12088.  Federal  Compliance  and  Pollution  Standards,  the  Federal  Facility  Compliance  .Act. 
Public  Law  91-856.  the  Occupational  Safety  Act.  and  an  additional  32  Public  Laws  require  Federal  agencies 
to  comply  with  all  Federal.  Slate,  and  local  environmental  regulations  The  FAA  does  not  provide  adequate 
protection  to  FAA  employees  and  the  public  from  exposure  to  hazardous  matenals  While  the  FAA  has  the 
capability  for  cleanup  of  hazardous  waste,  there  is  no  capability  for  waste  minirmzation  or  prevention 
Additionally,  the  FAA  will  not  be  able  to  comply  with  the  Chlorofluorocarbon  (CFC)  Control  Laws  without 
the  updated  and  new  equipment  needed  to  ensure  compliance 

Description  of  the  Solution  Provide  $14,300,000  to  keep  ATCTs  in  compliance  with  fire  life  safety 
corrections  for  employees  and  to  eliminate  the  ACBM  nsks  This  ftinding  will  allow  the  FAA  to  complete 
fire  safety  corrections  at  all  ATCTs  All  ATCTs  will  be  simeyed  for  ACBM  and  mandatory  acuons  taken 
ACBM  corrections  and  actions  will  continue  through  F^'  1996 

Provide  SI 7.000.000  to  conduct  independent  studies,  site  assessments  and  cost  benefit  analyses  for 
identification  of  environmental  and  occupational  compliance  risk  areas,  provide  for  capability  of  detection 
for  levels  of  environmental  contairunaiion  and  employee  exposure  levels,  provide  for  management  of 
hazardous  matenal  inventones.  procedures,  and  related  plam:  provide  for  prevention  and  nunimization  of 
hazardous  work  environments  and  protection  of  workers  in  hazardous  work  environments,  improve 
management  of  spills  and  identification  of  energy  conserv  ation  opponunities 


F&E-IO? 
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Benefits:  The  $14,300,000  will  allow  the  FAA  to  comply  with  OSHA  employee  fire  life  safety  requiremems 
and  to  begin  actions  to  eliminate  asbestos  exposure  in  all  standard  and  non-standard  ATCTs  Asbestos 
exposure  can  lead  to  the  closing  of  critical  facilities  and  should  be  considered  a  high  priority  i«quirement. 
This  program  will  support  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system  TTie  $17,000,000  will  ensure  FAA 
compliance  with  OSHA  and  environmental  laws  at  other  FAA  facilities 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  m"  1982-1 99~^)  --  $44,652.^ 

F^' 1 994  Appropnaied  —  ."(e.OOlKi 

n' 199.>Requesi  —  31.300.0 

Future  Requircmeni  ^^  ' 

Total  Vanous  $111.952  5 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  >"EAR 

Estimated  Cost 

(SOOO) 


$  14.300  0 
$31,300  () 


Locations' 

Acii\ii\  Taskt 

Ouantii\ 

1      Correct  Fire  Life  Safcr^  Deficiencies  in 

ATCTs 

Various 

2      Compliance  with  OSHA  and  En\  ironmental 

Laws  at  Other  FAA  Facilities 

Various 

Tot.il 

Vanous 

'  Requirements  are  based  on  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year  to  year  basis 
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1,  B»^ 

33Si- 

BNtrt* 

k^Bsnr 

2B24 

Terminal  Communications  - 
Improvement 

$2,677,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request  The  FAA  must  continuall>  upgrade  and  improve  various  terminal  communicaijons 
facilities  and  equipment  to  satisfv  operational  requirements  Communications  facilities,  such  as  remote 
transminer/receiver  site.  pro\ide  the  means  for  continuous  reliable  air/ground  commumcauons  for  air  trafTi; 
control  serMce 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  Additional  operating  positions  require  both  new  communications  equipment  and 
additional  flight  data  input/output  desices  in  response  to  increased  traffic  and  airspace  realignments 
Existing  communications  facilities  must  be  improved,  expanded,  or  relocated  to  assure  conunuauon  of  high 
qualit>  communications,  which  is  essenual  to  maintain  an  efficient  air  traffic  conuol  svstem 

Descnption  of  the  Solution  This  is  a  collecuon  of  improvement  projects  required  to  keep  the  national 
airspace  s\siem  facilities  efficient  and  up-to-date  Provide  $2,677,000  to  establish  automauc  terminal 
information  s>  stems,  establish  60  channel  tape  recorders,  replace  20  channel  tape  recorders,  establish  or 
relocate  remote  transminer'receiver  (RTK)  facilities,  improve  UHF  communications,  and  provide  in-servicc 
engineering  to  improve  and  maintain  the  air  traffic  control  commumcations  svsteni 

Benefits  Air-to-ground  and  inter/intra  facilitv  commumcauons  are  the  most  important  single  entirv  in  the 
performance  of  air  uaffic  conuol  The  projects  are  for  conection  of  site  specific  problems  or  deficiencies 
airspace  restnictunng  sue  preparation,  and  terminal  in-service  engineenng  The  reliabiliiv  of 
communications  between  air  uaffic  controllers  and  pilots  as  well  as  other  conuollers  is  vital  to  the  safe 
operation  of  the  air  uaffic  control  s>stem  Bv  contnbuung  lo  the  FAA  commumcauons  network,  this 
program  will  support  the  safetv  of  our  transportauon  svstem 

APPROPRIATION  SUMM.^R^' 


Locations 


Appropnated  CPi'  1982-1993) 
F^'  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  (SOOm 

$66.2247 
2.062(1 

2.677(1 


$70.96? 


Requirements  are  based  on  acuvitv  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  >ear  to  vear  basis 

F&E-107 


78-849  0-94-43 


1344 


FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\in  Tasks                                                                  Quant] t^  ($000) 

1  ATIS  -  Establish                                                                  5  $       66  0 

2  60-Channel  Tape  Recorder  -  Establish  2  79  0 
3.  20-Channe!  Tape  Recorders  -  Replace  3  122  0 
4  RTR  Facilit>  -  Establish/Relocate  I  1.122  0 
5.     UHF  Communicaiions  -  linpro\c                                        6  513  0 

6      ln-Ser\ice  Engineering                                               ^^z  775,0 

Total                                                                                         17  $2.677  0 
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mt^ 

Bcmat-- 

2B25 

Precision  Runway  Monitors 

$1,000,000 

Various 

64-27 

Basis  for  Request  Increasing  airport  capacit>  is  an  urgent  FAA  mission  requirement  Immediate  capacit> 
increases  can  be  realized  with  the  installation  of  precision  runwax  momtor  (PRM)  radars  and  displa>s 
Three  of  the  candidate  airports  having  closeh  spaced  (4,?00-3.400  feet)  parallel  runway  pairs  have  been 
validated  as  having  positive  cost  benefits  Other  airports  having  more  closely  spaced  pairs  of  parallel 
runways  also  stand  to  benefit  from  the  new  radars 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  Airports  with  parallel  runways  can  use  those  runways  simultaneously  in  visual 
conditions,  but  in  instrument  conditions,  the  runways  cannot  be  used  simultaneously  unless  thev  are  at  least 
4. .100  feet  apart  Traffic  volume  could  be  increased  if  more  Umely  and  accurate  radar  surveillance  data 
were  available  to  the  controller  in  bad  weather 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  In  FS'  1992.  Congress  appropnated  $35,000.00(1  for  ihe  procurement  of  five 
Electronicallv  Scanned  CE-Scan)  PRM  systems  The  Fi'  1995  request  of  $1,000,000  would  provide 
program  engineenng  support 

Benefii^  Approach  landings  at  airports  which  currently  have  restricted  use  of  their  parallel  runways  arc 
estimated  to  increase  bv  as  much  as  44  percent  dunng  instrument  meteorological  condiuons  (IMC) 
Additional  sensors  will  be  installed  at  locations  with  the  greatest  potential  benefit  B>  increasing  the 
capacity  and  efficiency  of  the  air  traffic  control  system,  this  program  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in 
supponing  the  econoni>  These  enhancements  will  help  to  decrease  system  delays  thereby  saving  aviation 
fuel  and  strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  environmental  policy 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY" 


Appropnated  (r>'  1982-1993) 
F\'  1994  Appropriated 
n'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Location? 
6 


Amount  (Sliim 

$  97,404  (I 

22.000  0 

1,000  0 

14,900  (I 

$135,304(1 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  '^'EAR 


Activin  Task; 
Engineenng  Support 


Locations' 
Quantity 


Estimated  Cosi 

($00(1) 

$1,000(1 
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Biui««< 

m..  '                  ^^Wipi 

"Bfioa* 

j^^Hfj^j^y; 

2B26 

Southern  California  Metroplex  Control 
Facility  (MCF) 

$17,000,000 

Various 

32-26 

Basis  for  Request  Based  upon  the  Depanment's  decision  to  pursue  a  limited  consolidation  straieg>.  the 
Southern  California  Metroplex  Control  Facilit>  requires  an  advanced  automation  s>'stem 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  Communication  s>'stem  must  be  upgraded  to  recei\e  the  terminal  advanced 
automation  s\stem  (TAAS)  Therefore,  a  voice  switching  and  control  s>stem  (VSCS)  will  be  procured  and 
installed    In  addition,  the  Southern  California  facilit>  requires  site  preparation  to  receive  the  VSCS 

Descripiion  of  Solution  Provide  $17,000,000  to  procure  and  install  a  VSCS  and  perform  necessarv  site 
preparation  for  VSCS  To  procure,  install,  and  begin  providing  svstem  support  and  traimng  for  VSCS.  it 
will  cost  $16,000,000  For  site  preparation,  power  panels,  and  distribution  frames  required  to  install  VSCS 
at  the  sue  it  will  cost  $1,000,000 

Benefits  The  advanced  automation  initiative  will  allow  restructuring  of  airspace  will  result  in  more  direct 
terminal  routing  and  fuel  efficient  flight  profiles  in  the  airspace  controlled  bv  the  Southern  Califorma  MCF 

■M'PROPRI.ATION  SUMNl-^RI' 


Appropnaicd  (T^'  1982-199') 
F\'  I9y4  Appropnaied 
F\'  199."!  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Location? 
6 


Amount  (SOOm 


$1 


12.700  ( 

1,000  ( 

17.000  0 

3 1.600  ( 


$162,300  ( 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  'I'E.'^R 


Activity  Tasks 


Locations/ 
Ouantin 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 


1  Pnme  Contract 

2  Implementation  Support 
Total 


Vanous 


$  16.000  0 

1.000(1 

$17,000.0 


F&E-llO 


1347 


FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUNDI 


film' 

:::;::$SS::??S:>:!::W:::;:::::::;S^^^^ 

mmmmmmmm 

2B27 

New  Austin  Airport  at  Bergstrom 

$20,000,000 

Various 

32-XX 

Basis  for  Request  The  Cir\  of  Austin.  TX,  is  construcling  a  new  air  earner  airport  at  the  former  Bergstrom 
Air  Force  Base  (AFB).  which  was  closed  on  September  30.  IQQ."!  The  new  ajrpon  at  Bergstrom  will 
replace  the  existing  Roben  Mueller  Municipal  Airport  and  is  scheduled  to  open  on  October  1.  1998.  FAA 
IS  required  to  pro\idc  all  necessar>  air  traffic  control  capabilities  on  the  opening  date  of  the  new  airport 

Descnplion  of  Problem  Robert  Mueller  Municipal  Airport  is  surrounded  b>  urban  growth  and  cannot  be 
expanded  This  has  precluded  the  economical  development  of  rumva>  and  airport  capacitx  to  meet  the 
communit>  's  long  temi  a\  lation  demand 

Description  of  Solution  The  F^'  1995  request  is  to  provide  $20,000,000  to  establish  the  air  traffic  control 
infrastructure  for  the  new  airport  The  services  required  include  a  new  ATCTATRACON.  termin;il 
radar/automaiion/communications/navigation  s> stems,  approach  and  landing  aids  for  the  two  runways  (both 
ends),  cable  loop,  and  ancillarv  equipment  The  Roben  Mueller  Municipal  Airport  structures  will  be 
removed  and  the  land-use  will  be  converted  to  other  purposes 

Benefits  The  new  Austin  Airport  will  provide  considerablv  increased  airport  capacitv.  growth  capabiliiv. 
and  enable  improved  aircraft  operations  due  to  the  availabilitv  of  two  air  earner  ninwavs  to  accommodate 
dual  parallel  instnimeni  approaches  during  IFR  conditions  The  new  airport  will  include  a  250.000  square- 
foot  passenger  terminal  building,  imtiallv  with  24  aircraft  gates,  plus  the  essential  ancillary  facilities  and 
services  to  ensure  a  fully  functional  airport  complex  for  the  region  Construction  of  the  new  airport  has 
obv  lated  the  requirement  previously  mandated  by  a  Texas  Sute  Law  that  the  City  of  Austin  must  implement 
expensive  environmental  protective  measures  for  the  structures  in  the  vicinin  of  Mueller  Airpon  bv  the  end 
of  1996 


APPROPRJATION  SUMMAR'l" 
Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-199."!) 
T\'  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  (Soiiin 

$  0.0 

800.0     ' 
20.000(1 
44.000  0    ; 
$64,800  0 


'  Included  in  DOD  Base  Closure  -  Facility  Transfer  budget  item 

'  $29. 170.000  in  future  requirements  included  in  the  DOD  Base  Closure  -  Facility  Transfer  line  item    The 
figures  shown  here  reflect  a  preliminary  but  more  accurate  tabulation  of  future  requirements  and  total 
program  needs,  which  are  currently  being  validated 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Act^^^^  Tasks 


Locations/ 
Ouantin 


Estimated  Cost 
(SOOO) 


1  Equipment  Acquisition 

2  Sue  Construction/Installation 
3.     Program  Management 
Total 


S  3.6596 

13,8257 

2.5147 

$20,000  0 
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33&; 

■  aemtf*f"'' 

mm)f<imii(33f  -  ■■■■'■' 

2C01 

Flight  Ser/ice  Station  (FSS)  - 
Modernization 

$8,000,000 

Various 

23-01,43-04 

Basis  for  Request  Apprpximatelv  74  non-aulomaied  flight  service  stations  (FSSs)  remain  to  be 
consolidated  inio  automated  flight  semce  stations  (AFSSs)  AddiuonalU.  studies  on  flight  semce  data 
processing  s> stems  (FSDPSs)  and  aviation  weather  processors  (AWPs)  hardware  supportabilit>,  spare  parts 
availabiht>,  and  alternative  supph  sources  indicate  that  ke>  comjxments  will  not  be  available  or 
maintainable  b\  F>'  1999 

Descnpuon  of  Problem  Pnor  year  appropriations  were  reprogrammed  at  Congressional  direction  in 
conjunction  with  appropnation  of  the  FV'  1993  budget  These  funds  were  intended  to  consolidate  existing 
FSSs  into  AFSSs  Funding  will  be  necessarv  in  F^'  1995  to  conclude  the  consolidation  portion  of  this 
program  Previous  funding  deployed  MIFCs  in  the  AFSSs  and  consolidated  approximately  248  FSSs  In 
addiuon.  system  hardware  at  the  FSDPSs  and  AWPs  will  reach  the  end  of  their  planned  life  in  the  F^'  1999 
time  frame  Similar  supportability  and  maintainability  problems  will  be  encountered  for  these  rwo  types  of 
equipment  as  that  presently  affecting  equipment  at  the  AFSSs  No  supply  sources  for  spare  parts  will 
remain,  and  failure  rates  will  continue  to  rise  The  hardware  is  becoming  maintenance  intensive  Further 
operaiine  system  deficiencies,  such  as  human-machine  inefficiencies  and  system  response  time,  impede  the 
ef;icicni  uiilizaiion  of  personnel  and  equipment 

Dcscnption  of  Solutioii  Provide  $8,000,000  for  Flight  Semce  Station  Modermzaiion  activities  as  specified 
below 

a  Flight  Service  Station  Consolidation  ($7.000.000)  -  complete  the  remaimng  consolidations  of  FSSs 
into  AFSSs 

b  FSAS  Next  Generation  fNexlGen)  Computer  Replacement  ($1.000.000)  -  fimd  requirements 
defimtion  studies  and  specificauon  and  solicitation  preparation  for  the  follow -on  system  to  the  present 
FSDPSs  and  AWTs 

Benefits  Completing  FSS  consolidations  will  result  in  improved  dissemination  of  aviation  information  and 
weather  services,  thereby  improving  flight  safety  and  fuel  savings  Supply  supportability  problems  at 
FSDPSs  and  AUTs  will  be  resolved  through  implementation  of  the  NexlCien  program  as  a  modem  follow- 
on  system    This  program  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supfwrting  economic  growth 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 

Appropnatedm' 1982-1993)                                                 —  $368,100.0 

FY  1994  Appropnated                                                            ~  8.800  0    ' 

n' 1995Requesi                                                                     —  8,000  0 

Future  Requiremeni                                                             ^  108.300  0 

Total                                                                            Various  $493.200  0 

COST  ESTIM.ATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAJi 

Locations'  Esumated  Cosi 

Aciivirv  Tasks                                                              Quantity  ($000 1 

1.     FSS  Consohdaiions                                                          ~  $7.000  0 

2     FSAS  Next  Generauon                                             •     —  1.000  0 

Total                                                                               Vanous  $8,000  0 


'  The  FSAS  operational  and  supponabilm  implementation  s>stem  (OASIS)  funding  ($1,800,000). 
pre\iousl>  contained  in  this  FSS  modernization  budget  item,  is  now  reflected  in  the  OASIS  budget  iieni 
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W£- 

Ssstea* 

,hmMr- 

2C02 

Automated  Surfact;  Observing  System 
(ASOS) 

$37,200,000 

n 

23-09 

Basis  for  Request  Accurale.  reliable  weather  information  is  an  integral  element  in  the  safe  and  efficient 
utilization  of  the  nauons  airspace  The  FAA  is  coordinating  the  automated  surface  obsemng  s>steni 
(ASOS)  development  and  procurement  efforts  vmh  the  National  Weather  Semce  and  is  financialh 
committed  to  funding  the  balance  of  this  program  as  scheduled 

Descnption  of  Problem  There  is  a  continuing  need  for  weather  observations  at  locations  where  existing 
flight  semce  stations  are  scheduled  to  be  consolidated  or  relocated  to  an  automated  flight  service  station 
(AFSS)  Personnel  assigned  to  these  locations  will  be  transferred  and  will  not  be  available  to  continue 
manual  weather  observations  Continuation  of  manual  weather  observations  using  contract  personnel  is  not 
cost  effective  There  is  also  a  need  to  provide  a  24  hour  continuous  update  of  the  weather  elements  reported 
at  towered  airports  which  either  do  not  report  all  the  parameters  ASOS  is  capable  of  or  are  staffed  for  less 
than  24  hours  per  dav  Additionallv.  existing  weather  message  formats  from  ASOS  do  not  conform  with 
current  international  standards 

Descnption  of  Solution  Provide  $"?.2(>0.0(Ki  to  continue  a  muliivear  program  to  procure  and  install  7" 
ASOS  s>stems,  and  thei  relai  d  sue  preparation  and  program  management  costs  The  National  Oceani: 
and  Atmospheric  Administration  CNOA.A)  will  procure,  install,  and  maintain  this  equipment  at  all 
locations  In  addition.  Sl.OOO.CKKi  is  required  to  continue  funding  of  the  conversion  of  the  ASOS  message 
format  to  conform  with  the  international  meteorological  aviation  reports  (METARS)  An  additional 
$.".000,000  IS  requested  for  automated  thunderstorm  detection  and  reporting 

Benefits  The  principal  benefits  to  be  realized  from  implementing  ASOS  are  the  continued  capabilm  for 
IFR  flight  operations  and  the  improved  continuous  observation  capabilm  at  a  sigmficantlv  reduced  cost 
ASOS  will  provide  the  user  with  high  qualitv.  real-time  weather  information  by  vanous  means,  including 
the  use  of  computer-generated  voice  outputs  and  interface  to  national  weather  data  commumcation 
nervNorks  Weather  parameters  will  be  updated  each  minute  to  provide  for  rapid  observation  of  changing 
weather  conditions  Specific  imique  ASOS  displays  will  be  mstalled  in  control  towers  to  keep  air  traffic 
personnel  abreast  of  current  weather  Based  on  the  imit  cost  for  ASOS  and  current  cost  of  contract  weather 
observations  semce.  it  is  expected  that  FAA  can  recover  ASOS  procurement  costs  within  two  years 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
n'  1994  Appropnaled 
n'  1995  Request 
Future  Reqmremeni 
Total 


Locations 

354 

0 

77 

106 


537 


Amount  ($000 1 

$170.2120 
19.900  0 
37.2000 
17.000  0 

$244.312  0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Acti\-irv  Task? 


Locations/ 
Quantin 


Estimated  Cost 
(SOOO) 


1  ASOS  Procurement  (NWS) 

2  VHF  Radios 

3.     Program  Office  Suppon 

4  Thunderstorm  Detecuon 

5  METARS 
Toial 


77 


77 


$28,3800 

4100 

4.4100 

3.000  0 

1.000  0 

$37,200  0 


1 


;. 
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laas-                                          1      ^*v^- 

T.^ 

2C03 

Wide  Area  Augmentation  System 
(WAAS)  for  GPS 

$25,900,000 

Various 

64-05 

Basis  for  Request  In  order  for  the  FAA  to  exploit  the  benefits  of  the  global  positioning  s>stem  (GPS)  for 
civil  aviation,  the  requisite  accurao.  integntv.  and  availabilit>  must  be  assured  With  this  assurance.  GPS 
ma\  be  used  as  a  "sole-means"  svsicni  for  en  route,  terminal,  non-precision,  and  Categorv  1  precision 
approaches  in  the  national  airspace  s>siem 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  GPS  docs  not  provide  the  necessarv  inlegnn  and  availabilitv  for  en  route, 
terminal,  non-precision,  and  Caiegorv  1  precision  approaches,  and  does  not  provide  the  necessarv  accuraa 
for  Categorv  I  precision  approaches 

Descnpiion  of  Solution  To  make  GPS  fullyusable  for  these  phases  of  flight  augmentation  is  required  The 
FAA  initialed  a  program  lo  develop  a  separate  GPS  ground  svsiem  thai  will  provide  timelv  wanungs  of 
deficient  signals  (integniv).  additional  GPS-like  signals  to  enhance  coverage  (availabilit> ).  and  differential 
corrective  terms  for  CAT  I  precision  approaches  (accuracv) 

This  augmeniaiion.  referred  to  as  wide  area  augmenta  ion  s  stem  (WAAS).  will  consist  of  multiple  GPS 
signal  monitors  over  North  America  that  determine  the  iniegntv  and  accurac>  of  each  visible  GPS  satellite 
This  GPS  salelliic  data  will  be  processed  and  broadcast  v  la  geostationan  salelliles  in  the  form  of  a  pseudo- 
GPS  data  transmission  The  pseudo-GPS  like  signals  from  the  geostationan  satellites  will  also  be  usable  as 
another  satellite  source  for  position  deiemunation 

Successful  implementation  of  this  project  mav  make  possible  the  decommissiomng  of  several  ground-based 
navigation  aids  lo  including  non-directional  beacons  (NDBs).  verv  high  frequency  omnidirectional  radio 
range  (VORs).  distance  measunng  equipment  (DMEs).  and  Caiegorv  1  ILSs 

Provide  $25,900,000  to  begin  procurement  of  a  WAAS  svsiem  which  will  consist  of  six  wide  area  s>sicni 
monitors,  six  wide  area  master  stations,  six  leased  ground  earth  stations.  6  leased  geostaiionar\  sateiliies,  3o 
wide  area  reference  stations.  30  Air  Traffic  wide  area  momior  displays.  30  Airwav  Facilities  wide  area 
monitor  displays.  30  wide  area  inlegnty  monitors,  and  associated  software  The  first  procurement  request 
will  provide  integntv  bv  creating  a  wide  area  inlegnty  broadcast  (WTB)  The  WTB  will  consist  of  a  software 
module  and  COTS  hardware  for  the  ground  eanh  stations  (GES's) 

Benefits  An  en  route,  tertmnal.  non-precision,  and  Category  I  precision  approach  capability  based  on 
satellite  navigation  systems  will  enhance  NAS  operations  by  enabling  optimum  rouung.  reducing  traffic 
delav  s.  increasing  capacity  and  providing  potential  instrument  approach  serv  ices  lo  ev en  ninway  end  in  the 
NAS  (approximatelv  12.000) 

Additionally,  significant  govemmeni  cost  savings  will  be  realized  as  existing  ground-based  navigation  aids 
are  decommissioned,  and  the  requirements  for  new  navigation  s;. stems  are  modified 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
F»'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 

$3,700.0 

0.0 

25.900  0 

Total                                                                           Various 

$29,600  (1 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YE.\R 

Locations- 
Acti\il\  Tasks                                                                     Ouantil\ 

Estimated  Cost 

($000) 

Centrallv  Procured  Software/Equipment                          Various 

$25,900(1 

(WIB  Software  Modules  and  GESs) 


Future  >ear  facilit>  establishment  requirements  arc  in  the  process  of  being  defined 


F&E-118 


i 


1355 


FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


9mSta 
ilcm: 

Tide: 

R«gj«5* 

X««ft««: 

2C04 

FSAS  Operational  and  Supportability 
Implementation  System  (OASIS) 

$2,000,000 

4 

43-22 

Basis  for  Request  Studies  on  hardware  supportabilir\.  spare  pari  availabilit>.  and  altemauve  actions 
showed  thai  several  ke\  components  at  the  APSSs  would  become  unavailable  and  unmaintainable  b\ 
FY  1996  and  at  the  flight  service  data  processing  svstem  (FSDPS)  by  FY  1999 

Descnplion  of  Problem  The  existing  system  hardware  has  already  passed  its  planned  lifetime  The  AFSS 
workstauons  and  their  supporting  penpherals  have  the  shonesi  remaimng  life  Suppliers  who  designed  and 
buili  many  chips  and  boards  have  left  the  business  and  no  resuppU  sources  exist  These  designs  are  based 
on  many  subcomponents,  which  are  expenencing  high  failure  rates  The  hardware  requires  constant 
maintenance  attention  to  keep  operational  Additionally,  many  deficiencies  are  present  in  the  existing 
operational  sofr\\are  The  operating  systetn  linutaiions.  many  human-machine  inefficiencies,  and  system 
reliability  and  response  times,  preclude  efficient  personnel  and  equipment  utilization 

Descnption  of  Solution  Full  implementation  of  OASIS  will  provide  functional  capabilities  equivalent  to 
exisiing  AFSSs  \Mih  enhanced  funciionalm  to  rectify  operational  deficiencies  The  deployment  to  replace 
existing  equipment  at  the  AFSSs  will  be  in  F\'  199b  The  $2,000,000  will  pro\ide  fuids  to  conunuc 
presolicitation  actixiiies 

Benefits  This  system  will  provide  for  ongoing  logistical  and  operauonal  support,  enabhng  flight  service 
specialists  to  more  efficiently  produce  weather  and  flight  information  for  pilots  By  contnbuung  to  an 
increase  in  the  capacity  and  efficiency  of  the  air  traffic  control  system,  this  program  will  strengthen 
transportations  role  in  supporting  economic  growth 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropp.ated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FS  1994  Appropnaied 
FV'  1995  Request 
Future  Reqmremeni 
Total 


Locations 


0 

0 

64 


Amount  (SOOdi 

$  1,8000 
1,000  0 
2,000.0 


64 


$4,800.0 


Future  requirements  will  be  based  upon  the  decision  to  exercise  the  production  option. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
ActJ^^^  Tasks                                                               Ouantirv  (SOOO) 

Presoliciiauon  Activities  —  $2,000.0 
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:S'::jttt»! 

1^.- 

tlKBX* 

T,wrtw»»; 

2C05 

Flight  Service  Facilities  Improvements 

$2,289,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request  Flight  service  facilities  must  be  upgraded  and  improved  on  a  continuing  basis  to  provide 
the  level  of  service  required  b\  users  and  to  meet  current  and  future  operational  requirements. 

Description  of  Problem  New  equipment  must  be  installed  or  existing  facilities  and  equipment  must  be 
improved,  expanded,  or  relocated  to  assure  the  continuance  of  high  qualitv  flight  semces 

Descnpiion  of  Soluiion  Provide  $2,289,000  for  flight  service  station  improvements  such  as  redesigmng 
and  replacing  consoles,  adding  color  weather  graphics  and  other  rmnor  improvements 

Benefits  This  is  a  collection  of  improvement  projects  required  to  keep  the  National  Airspace  System 
facilities  efficient  and  up  to  date  The  projects  are  mainlv  for  correction  of  sue  specific  problems  or 
deficiencies 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY' 
Locations 


Appropnaied  (F»'  1982-199.^1 

Pi'  1994  .Appropnaied 

Pi'  1995  Request 

Future  Requirement 

Total 


Vanous 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  ^TAR 


Amount  (SOOOi 

$2.^.98S  2 
3.426(1 
2.289(1 


$29,703.2 


Activin  Tasks 

1  Improve  FSS 

2  Improve  Consoles/ Add  Graphics 

3  In-Service  Engineering 
Total 


Locations' 
Ouantirv 


Vanous 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$    538(1 
1.226.0 

525  0 


$2,289  (I 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  veai-to- 
vear  basis 
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1358 


FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


1^  •";™Pf ftiiili;^^                     , 

.,: J'-i&sffiSEl'./  V:. 

.;,liS£fi&3K5.:;:l;; 

2D01 

Very  High  Frequency  Omnidirectional 
Radio  Range  (VOR)  With  Distance 
Measuring  Equipment  (DME) 

$623,000 

5 

24-03,  44-14 

Basis  for  Request  VOR.  DME.  and  VORTAC  facilities  are  major  components  of  the  air  naugation  s>stem 
and  are  used  for  en  route  air  navigation  and  approach  b\  pilots  to  conduct  safe  and  eCTicient  flights  and 
landings 

Descnption  of  Problem  Enhancements  are  required  to  ensure  that  VOR/D\fE  and  VORTAC  facilities  are 
able  to  funcuon  as  intended  Enhancements  include  conversion  of  conventional  VORs  at  restncted  sites  to 
Doppler  VOR  configuration,  relocate  VOR/DME.  and  vanous  site  specific  efforts 

Description  of  Solution    Provide  $623,000  for  five  VOR/DME  relocations 

Benefits:  These  projects  form  a  modem,  cost-effective,  national  navigation  network  which  provides 
required  coverage  through  replacement,  relocauon.  conversion,  and  establishment  of  VORTAC. 
VOR/DME.  and  VHP  Omnidirection  Range  Test  The  projects  will  improve  operations  and  faciliues 
performance,  provide  added  capabilities  and  promote  safetv  B>  contributing  to  an  increase  in  the  capacitv 
and  efficiencv  of  the  air  traffic  control  svstem.  this  program  will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in 
supporting  economic  growth 

APPROPRIATION  SUMM.\R^" 


Locations 


Appropriated  (F\'  1982-199.") 
n'  1994  Appropnated 
r»'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  '^'EAR 


Amount  f soon) 

$194,915.^ 

9.0(1(1  (1 
623(1 


$204.5383 


Actlvi^  Tasks 
VORTJME  Relocations 


I>ocations/ 
Ouantin 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$     623.0 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activitv  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT?;  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND> 


•m;--                        :t::-m:^-^^rm-- 

'  Rfflrasf" 

Im^^m-- 

CO- 

2D02 

Approach  Lighting  System 
Improvement  Program  (ALSIP) 

$2,000,000 

0 

24-10,44-33 

Basis  for  Request  Man>  of  the  current  FAA  approach  lighting  facilities  lack  energ> -efficient  components 
and  utilize  ngid  stnictural  steel  approach  hght  towers  for  the  required  lighting  plane 

Descnption  of  Problem  The  existing  steel  approach  light  towers  are  rigid  and  can  severel>  damage 
aircraft  in  the  e\eni  of  an  impact  Replacing  existing  towers  with  lightweight,  frangible  materials  that 
collapse  or  break  apan  upon  impact  will  reduce  aircraft  damage  if  impact  occurs  dunng  departure  or 
landing  Man\  of  the  approach  lighting  s>stems  also  contain  electrical  components  which  are  not  energ> 
efficient  and  require  replacement 

Description  of  Solution    Provide  $2,000,000  to  install  pre\iousl\  procured  equipment  at  mne  locauons 

Benefits  Lightweight,  frangible  approach-light  towers  will  help  reduce  the  se\ent>  of  accidents  and  will 
standardize  the  design  of  approach  lighting  s>  stems  (ALS)  used  at  airports  Additional!) .  replacing 
electncaJ  equipment  at  existing  hjgh-imensit>  ALS  faciliues  semng  Caiegor>  I  runways  with  NlALSRs  will 
result  in  reduced  energy  consumption  This  program  will  increase  capacity  and  safety  and  decrease  delavs 
and  diverted  and  canceled  flights  The  increased  capacity  which  the  program  will  provide  will  strengthen 
iransponation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  The  linkage  between  transportation  and 
environmental  policy  will  be  strengthened  by  contributing  to  aviation  fiiel  savings  via  decreased  delays 
Iniermodalism  will  be  fostered  by  reducing  the  number  of  canceled  or  diverted  flights  which  ensures  thai 
passengers  and  cargo  amv e  as  scheduled  to  link-up  with  other  modes  of  transponation  This  program  will 
also  support  the  safety  of  our  transportauon  system 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (FY  1982 
n'  1994  Appropnated 
Fi'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Toul 


199.") 


Locations 

321 
3 
0 


Amount  ($000 1 

$122,658  9 
1.700(1 
2.0000 


Various 


$126,3589 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  siniaiions  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
ActJMh  Tasks                                                                 Ouanun  ($000) 

Deferred  Installauons  9  2,000  0 


i 


F&E-124 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


late 

Bama* 

^fllrBft^ffP 

2D03 

E.S  -  Replace  Mark  1  A,  IB,  and  IC 

$6,000,000 

Various 

44-22 

Basis  for  Reouesi  The  Federal  Aviaiion  Adminisuation  (FAA)  has  the  statuton  aulhorit>  to  establish 
operate,  and  majntain  the  precision  landing  capabilit>  at  qualified  airports  within  federally  controlled 
airspace  The  precision  landing  capability  is  a  critical  component  of  all-weather  a\iation  system  because 
this  capability  allows  aircraft  to  approach  and  land  during  adverse  weather  conditions  In  order  to  provide 
the  precision  landing  capability  to  aircraft,  the  position  and  range  of  the  aircraft  relative  to  the  runwa>  must 
be  calculated,  precise  three-dimensional  approach  and  landing  guidance  information  must  be  determined, 
and  Msual  naxaids.  which  provide  the  pilot  a  visual  reference  to  the  runway,  must  be  employed  This 
precision  capability  is  pnncipalK  provided  bv  the  instrument  landing  system  (ILS) 

Descnption  of  Problem  Contained  within  the  current  ILS  operational  inventor,  are  approximately  18(i 
older  CAT  I  Mark  I  A.  IB.  and  IC  ILSs  which  have  been  in  service  since  the  1970s  and  are  neanng  the  end 
of  their  life-cycles  Their  reliability  is  degrading  as  the  equipment  ages  beyond  its  designed  life  Few  off- 
the-shelf  sources  of  replacement  parts  exist  to  support  these  systems  (m  particular  the  Mark  1  As)  since  the 
ILS  equipment  manufacturers  have  ceased  to  construct  parts  conforming  to  20+  year  old  transistor 
technology,  and  as  a  result,  replacement  parts  are  difficult  to  obtain  These  systems  are  not  equipped  with 
remote  maintenance  morutonng  and  accordinglv  do  not  compiv  with  the  FAA  maintenance  requirements 
and  policies 

Descnption  of  Solution  The  funds  requested  in  F^'  1994  would  begin  a  service  life  exnension  plan  (SLEPi 
to  modcmi/c  the  remaining  Mark  lAs.  IBs  and  ICs  Provide  $6,000,000  in  F\'  1995  to  begin  the 
installation  of  SLEP  components 

Benefits  Continuing  effective  ILS  operation  at  those  qualified  locations  will  satisfy  the  requirement  for  a 
precision  approach  capability,  and  relieve  airports  facing  capacity  problems  The  benefit  of  this  SLEP  is  to 
provide  supportable  and  maintainable  Mark  IBs  and  ICs  while  substantially  reducing  the  cost  of  a  total 
replacement  program  Using  this  SLEP  approach,  the  program  savings  are  esumated  to  be  $63,100,000 
versus  replacing  in  total  all  Mark  IBs  and  ICs  This  program  will  increase  capacity  and  safety,  and 
decrease  delav  s  and  diverted  and  canceled  flights  The  increased  capacity  which  the  program  will  provide 
will  strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  The  linkage  between  transportation 
and  environmental  policy  will  be  strengthened  by  contributing  to  aviation  fuel  savings  via  decreased  delav  s 
Intermodalism  will  be  fostered  by  reducing  the  number  of  canceled  or  diverted  flights  which  ensures  that 
passengers  and  cargo  arrive  as  scheduled  to  link-up  with  other  modes  of  transportation  This  program  will 
also  support  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  .SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FU>JD) 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amounl  ($000) 

Appropnaied(n' 1982-199.^)  27  $13.500  0 

F)'  1994  Appropnaied  —  20  000  0 

FY  1995  Request  -  6,000  0 

Future  Requirement  ^  7  sqq  q 

Total  Various  $47,000.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations'  Esumated  Cost 
Aciivm  Tasks                                                             Quanti^  ($00(i) 

Upgrade  ILS  Vanous  $6,000  0 
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FY  1995  PRESIDE>n"S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


Ws:' 

'JRwwttfc 

'  tac««tafffi 

2D04 

Instrument  Landing  System  (ILS)  - 
Establish 

$18,600,000 

8 

34-06 

Basis  for  Request  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  has  the  statutor>'  authorit>-  to  establish,  operate, 
and  maintain  the  precision  landing  capabilit>  at  qualified  airports  within  federally  controlled  airspace  The 
precision  landing  capabilit)  is  a  critical  component  of  all-weather  aviation  system  because  this  capabilitv 
provides  the  means  to  allovv  aircraft  to  approach  and  land  during  adverse  weather  conditions  In  order  to 
provide  the  precision  landing  capability  to  aircraft,  the  position  and  range  of  the  aircraft  relative  to  the 
runwav  must  be  calculated,  precise  three-dimensional  approach  and  landing  guidance  information  must  be 
determined  and  visual  navaids  which  provide  the  pilot  a  visual  reference  to  the  runway  must  be  emploved 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  The  ILS  establishment  program  was  terminated  in  1982  when  the  microwave 
landing  system  v\as  adopted  as  the  precision  landing  system  for  the  National  Airspace  System  bevond  the 
year  2000.  However,  the  FAA  determined  that  there  was  an  immediate  need  for  precision  approach  systems 
at  large  and  medium  hub  airports  and  their  associated  reliever  airports  as  an  intenm  solution  pnor  to  MLS 
implemeniauon  The  FAA  MLS  Transition  Policy  permits  limited  ILS  establishments  pending  a  precision 
landing  system  decision 

Descnpuon  of  Sch.tion  Provide  $18,600,000  to  procure  6  CAT  HI  and  2  CAT  1  (total  of  8)  modern 
supponable  ILSs  and  associated  equipment  as  detailed  below  Installation  costs  have  been  partiallv  deferred 
to  F^'  1996  and  F\'  1997  Funds  for  F\'  1996  and  F^'  1997  are  for  installauon  only  for  systems  procured 
n'  199.^  through  F^'  I99.> 

Benefits  Establishment  of  ILSs  and  associated  equipment  at  qualified  locations  will  satisfy  reqiurements 
for  precision  approach  capability,  and  relieve  airports  facing  capacity  problems.  (Associated  equipment  may 
include  medium  intensity  approach  lighting  system  with  RAIL  (MALSR).  distance  measuring  equipment 
(DME).  runwav  visual  range  (RVR).  and  approach  lighting  system  with  sequence  flashers  (ALSF-2)1  This 
program  will  increase  capacity  and  safety  and  decrease  delays  and  diverted  and  canceled  flights 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMAR'i' 


Locations 


Appropnated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
r\'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$9L2268 

36.1740 
18.6000 


Various 


$146.000  8 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

^AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Activin  Tasks                                                                  Ouaiitit>  (SOOO) 

1  CAT  I  w/MALSR                                                               1  $  809.0 

2  CAT  I  w/DME/MALSR                                                     1  1,012.0 

3  CAT  III  w/ALSF-2                                                             3  7,910  0 

4  CATIIl\\/ALSF-2/RV'R                                                       1  2.7410 

5  CAT  III  W/ALSF-2/DME                                                       1  2,984  0 

6  CATlIlw/ALSF-2/DME/RVR                                             1  2.979.0 

7  Panial  ILS                                                                    165.0 

Tola)                                                                              Vanous  $18.6000 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


BaHtct 

Item: 

BMrnot: 

l^Kxtiem: 

2D05 

Visual  Navaids  -  Establish/Expand 

$2,565,000 

23 

34-09,  24-09 

Basis  for  Request:  Visual  nasaids  such  as  precision  approach  path  indicator  (PAPI)  systems  will  furnish  ihc 
pilot  with  \isual  approach  slope  information  to  provide  guidance  for  safe  descent  Runway-end 
identification  hghts  CREIL)  enable  pilots  to  make  stabilized  descent  and  approach-slope  clearance  o\er 
obstructions  and  quickly  identify'  the  runway  threshold  without  instruments  aboard  their  aircraft. 

Description  of  Problem:  A  pilot's  \isual  identification  of  the  location  of  the  approach  end  of  the  runwa\  can 
be  obscured,  distracted,  or  confused  by  a  variety  of  en\ironmental  conditions  Some  of  these  conditions  are 
caused  b\  high  ambient  light  conditions,  such  as  brightly  lighted  freeways  or  boulevards  which  look  like 
runways,  or  highly  lighted  residential,  industrial,  or  shopping  areas  which  overwhelm  the  lighting  of  the 
approach  end  of  the  runway .  PAPIs  provide  \isual  approach  slope  information  for  use  during  the  Msual 
flight  rule  (VFR)  weather  conditions. 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $2,565,000  to  establish  PAPIs  and  REILs.  convert  to  omnidirectional 
REILs.  and  for  additional  facilities  for  straight-in  nonprecision  approaches  (NPA's). 

Benefits  The  precision  path  indicators  (PAPI)  and  runway  end  indicator  approach  lights  (REIL)  enhance 
safety  and  regularity  of  operations  during  landing  operations  This  program  will  increase  capacity  and 
safety  and  decrease  delays  and  diverted  and  canceled  flights  The  increased  capacitv  v\ill  strengthen 
transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth  The  linkage  between  transportation  and 
environmental  policy  will  be  strengthened  bv  contributing  to  aviation  fuel  savings  via  decreased  dela>s 
Intenmodalism  will  be  fostered  by  reducing  the  number  of  canceled  or  diverted  flights  which  ensures  that 
passengers  and  cargo  arrive  as  scheduled  to  link-up  with  other  modes  of  transportation  This  program  will 
also  support  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  (SOOO) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


34 

23 


$154,263,0 
6.3100 
2.565.0 


Various 


$163,138.0 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  y  ear-to- 
vear  basis. 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Activity  Tasks  Ouantit\  ($000) 

1      Establish  PAPI  7  $     554.0 

2.  Add  PAPI  for  NPA's  7  993.0 

3.  REIL  6  552.0 

4.  Conven  to  Omnidirectional  REIL                                       3  466  0 
Total                                                                                      23  $2,565.0 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

r AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND^ 


v^--    , 

SSfflWHf:  V: 

t^»?*teSH: 

-  OP      m 

m. 

2D06 

Runway  Visual  Range  (RVR)  - 
Establish 

$2,500,000 

Various 

34-08 

Basis  for  Request:  Runway  Visual  Range  (RVR)  equipment  provides  a  standardized,  instantaneous,  and 
accurate  method  of  measuring  actual  meteorological  visibility  of  precision  landing  system  equipped 
runwa\s. 

Description  of  Problem:  There  are  various  locations  that  meet  the  agency's  criteria  for  establishment  of 
RVR  facilities  and  ha\e  a  benefit/cost  ratio  of  1.0  or  greater.  Replacement  systems  will  pro\ide  fiill  CAT- 
II/Ill  performance  which  is  not  currently  available. 

Description  of  Solution:  Pro\ide  $2,500,000  for  RVR  installation  at  3  locations.  Funding  is  for  site 
preparation  and  installation,  sustaining  program  engineering  needs,  funding  hardware/sofhsare 
enhancements  and  contmuing  contractor  support.  Systems  for  these  locations  have  already  been  procured 

Benefits:  Facilities  having  runways  equipped  with  precision  landing  system  equipment  will  show 
significant  improvement  in  detection  of  runway  xisibility  This  system  will  provide  pilots  important 
meteorological  information  prior  to  reaching  a  precision  approach  decision  point  for  completion  of  landing 
or  for  departure  This  program  will  assist  in  increasing  capacity  and  decreasing  delays  and  diverted  and 
cancel  :d  flights  The  increased  capacity  which  the  program  will  aid  in  providing  will  strengthen 
transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth.  The  linkage  between  transportation  and 
environmental  policy  will  be  strengthened  bv  contributing  to  aviation  fuel  savings  via  decreased  delavs 
Iniermodalism  will  be  fostered  bv  reducing  the  number  of  canceled  or  diverted  flights  which  ensures  that 
passengers  and  cargo  arrive  as  scheduled  to  link-up  with  other  modes  of  transportation 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (F\'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
F\'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Locations 
528 
3 


Amount  fSOOO) 

$58,721  3 
3,000.0 
2,500.0 


Various 


$64,221.3 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis. 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Acti\in  Tasks                                                                Quantity  ($000) 

Install  RVR  Facilities  Vanous  $2,500.0 
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FY  1995  PRESIDENT'S  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

rAIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


Urn- 

mt-    , 

SEasHS-' 

Ctf 

2D07 

E,S  -  Replace  Wilcox  CAT  II/IU 

$11,600,000 

9 

44-21 

Basis  for  Request:  The  Federal  A\iation  Administration  (FAA)  has  the  siatutor>  authority'  to  establish, 
operate,  and  maintain  the  precision  landing  capability'  at  qualified  airports  uithin  federally  controlled 
airspace.  The  precision  landing  capability  is  a  critical  component  of  all-weather  aviation  system  because 
this  capability  allows  aircraft  to  approach  and  land  during  adverse  weather  conditions  In  order  to  provide 
the  precision  landing  capability  to  aircraft,  the  position  and  range  of  the  aircraft  relative  to  the  runway  must 
be  calculated,  precise  three-dimensional  approach  and  landing  guidance  information  must  be  determined, 
and  visual  navaids  which  provide  the  pilot  a  visual  reference  to  the  runway  must  be  employed  This 
precision  capability  is  principally  provided  by  the  Instnunent  Landing  System  (ILS). 

Description  of  Problem:  The  e.tdsting  Wilcox  CAT  Il/IIl  ILSs  represent  early  1970's  technology  As  such 
these  systems  are  becoming  more  difificult  to  support  These  systems  operate  at  some  of  the  nation's  busiest 
airports  The  lack  of  logistics/maintenance  support  and  age  of  equipment,  along  with  increased  integrity 
and  reliability  needed  for  CAT  II  and  CAT  III  operations,  necessitates  replacement  of  these  systems. 

Description  of  Solution    Provide  $1 1.600.000  to  procure  and  install  9  Mark  20  ILS  systems  in  1995 

Benefits  Replacement  of  these  ILS  facilities  with  current  state-of-the-art  equipment  will  alleviate  the 
logistic/maintenance  support  problems  and  provide  for  continued  CAT-II/III  operations  at  major  airports. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropnated  (Pi'  1982-1993) 
FV  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


9 
Various 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Amount  ($000) 

$       0.0 

0.0 
1 1.600.0 


$11,600.0 


Activity  Tasks 
Procure  and  Install  ILSs 


Locations/ 
Quantity 


Estimated  Cost 

(SOOO) 

S II. 600.0 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis 
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Bnd««t 

t?*; 

R*«wrt' 

hSESSs^' 

2D08 

Instrument  Approach  Procedures 
Automation  (lAPA) 

$1,000,000 

Various 

56-23 

Basis  for  Request  Terminal  navigation  aids  used  in  the  air  traffic  control  s>stem  for  instrument  flight 
approaches  require  specialized  procedures  for  each  supported  facilit>  speciijing  courses,  mimmum 
altitudes,  and  ceiling  and  \isibilm  minima  which  must  be  adhered  to  during  flight  under  instrument 
conditions 

Descnption  of  Problem  Current  manual  development  of  these  procedures  cannot  keep  pace  with  the 
proliferation  of  new  technological  adsances  in  air  na\igation  capabilities  The  lAPA  Phase  11  acquisition 
provided  workstations  displaying  digitized  charts  and  terrain  for  most  of  the  procedure  specialists  in  each  of 
the  Flight  Inspection  Area  Offices  (FIAO)  Additional  workstations  are  required  for  supervisor)  specialists 
m  the  field  offices  and  specialists  in  the  regional  flight  procedure  branches  The  acquisition  also  pro\ided 
for  the  imtial  digitization  of  required  charts  by  the  Phase  11  contractor,  but  did  not  make  pro\isions  for  the 
national  ocean  senice  fNOS).  the  pnman.  source  of  chart  data,  to  be  able  to  routinely  update  the  sectional 
charts  in  digitized  format  Both  the  lAPA  program  and  the  air  traffic  advanced  automation  system  (AAS) 
require  updated  digitized  sectional  charts  on  a  recurrent  basis  (ever\  56  days),  but  NOS  lacks  the 
facility /capability  lo  do  this  NOS  will  need  to  develop  their  own  facility  to  digitize  sectional  charts  or 
contract  out  the  de\elopment  of  this  capability 

Descnption  of  Solution  Pro\ide  $800.00(1  for  NOS  fiinding  needed  to  develop  the  capability  to  digitize 
sectional  charts  and  $200,000  to  purchase  additional  workstations  and  associated  equipment 

Benefits:  The  lAPA  program  reduces  the  time  to  de\elop  a  Standard  Instrument  Approach  Procedure, 
increases  safety  through  increased  standardization,  and  provides  continued  support  for  the  National 
Airspace  S>stem  Digitized  chart  updates  maximize  the  benefits  of  automation,  and  the  additional 
workstations  maximize  access  to  the  system 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropnated  fFY  1982-1993) 
F^'  1 994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


$11,215.2 

0.0 

1.000  0 

5.000  0 

$17,215.2 
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I 

i 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\iK  Tasks  Quantit\'  ($000) 

Start  up  costs  for  Sectional  Chan 
Digitization.  Procure  and  install 
additional  Workstations  Various  $1.000  0 
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•m- 

R'«s«*t; 

Ji«**SF 

CIP 

2D09 

Gulf  of  Mexico  Offshore  Program 

$5,400,000 

Various 

64-17 

Basis  for  Request  There  is  a  critical  need  to  extend  coverage  of  the  current  VHF  communications  in  the 
Gulf  airspace  and  pro\  ide  the  necessan  services  to  convert  the  Gulf  airspace  to  an  offshore  control  area 
rather  than  an  oceamc  sector  The  improvements  will  provide  for  direct  controller-pilot  VHF  voice 
commumcations  m  the  entire  Gulf  airspace,  as  well  as  explore  alternatives  to  reduce  separation  standards 
employed  in  this  airspace  lo  effect  an  increase  in  the  capacitv  of  the  airspace 

Description  of  Problem  The  need  to  improve  commurucations  for  direct  controller-pilot  communication  is 
critical  lmpro\ed  commumcation  for  exchanged  operauonal  ATC  messages  between  US  air  traffic 
controllers  and  Mexican  air  traffic  controllers  for  coordinating  traffic  management  acuvnties  is  needed 
Currenll\,  the  aircraft  that  leave  radar  coverage  are  not  tracked  automatical!)  for  conformance  to  their  flight 
plans,  there  are  no  conflict  alens.  and  there  is  no  automauc  exchange  of  flight  plan  (and  other  data)  \Mth 
neighbonng  Mexican  air  traffic  facilities  The  FAA  is  forced  to  apph  oceanic  separauon  standards  rather 
than  nonradar  offshore  separation  standards  which  represents  a  severe  capacitv  degradation  These 
restrictions  cause  significant  dela>s  dunng  peak  hours 

Description  of  Solution  Pro\  ide  $5,400,000  to  establish  an  exiended  range  VHF  communications  network 
and  imtiaie  the  conversion  of  the  oceanic  sectors'  airspace  to  an  offshore  control  area  and  begin  the 
engineering  effort  to  improve  suneillance  and/or  automation  svstems  to  allow  for  increased  capacitv 

Benefits  The  benefits  include  greater  safetv  and  an  increased  svstem  capacitv  for  air  traffic  operations  in 
the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  (SOOO) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Activity  Tasks 


Various 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  \TAR 

Locations/ 
OuantiK 


Centralh  Procured  Equipment  and  Services 


$  1.200.0 

00 

5,400.0 

9,1000 

$15,700.0 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 


Various 


$5,400.0 
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W£' 

'MW^ 

kssSss^' 

ay 

2E01 

Alaskan  NAS  Interfacility 
Communications  Systems  (ANICS) 

$5,000,000 

Various 

45-24 

Basis  for  Request:  The  Alaskan  national  airspace  system  (NAS)  interfacility  communication  system 
(ANICS)  project  provides  satellite  earth  stations  using  leased  transponders  on  communication  satellites  for 
operational  communications  circuits  The  circuits  to  be  covered  are  primarily  those  which  are  critical  to 
provide  air  traffic  service  for  the  Alaskan  Region.  The  system  will  also  be  used  for  general  purpose 
interfacility  communications  and  provide  the  flexibility  to  accommodate  capital  investment  plan  (CIP) 
requirements. 

Description  of  Problem:  The  reliability  and  economy  of  Alaskan  region  NAS  interfacility  commuivications 
between  FAA  sites  must  be  improved  to  meet  FAA  safety  and  CIP  objectives  The  reliability  of  the  present 
single-thread  leased  satellite  interfacility  communications  is  declining  with  both  the  number  and  total 
duration  of  outages  on  critical  communication  and  radar  circuits  nearly  doubling  each  year  since  1987 
Extended  outages  result  in  the  dangerous  loss  of  critical  air  traffic  control  communications  With  the 
increasing  amount  of  Pacific  Rim  air  traffic  forecast  for  the  next  decade,  this  unreliable  system  is 
inadequate  The  typical  method  of  providing  redundant  communications  is  to  lease  alternate  terrestrial 
commumcation  routes  However,  this  alternative  is  not  available  in  Alaska.  Loss  of  the  satellite,  or  its 
associated  terrestrial  links,  will  have  extremely  adv  erse  impacts  on  ATC  operations  and  air  saf  :tv  since  it 
entails  the  sudden  loss  of  radar  and  communications  coverage  with  all  aircraft  under  positive  (radar 
reinforced)  air  traffic  control.  Recovery  times  from  a  major  satellite  or  terrestrial-link  failure  ma\  take 
hours,  davs.  or  even  weeks  depending  on  the  severity  and  location  of  the  outage  Problems  that  interrupt  the 
present  single-thread  communications  network  have  serious  and  life  threatemng  implications  within  the 
ATC  system. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $5,000,000  to  continue  a  multiyear  project  to  provide  in  Alaska  a  system 
of  redundant  satellite  earth  stations  using  teased  transponders  on  communication  satellites  The  FY  1995 
fimding  will  provide  engineering  site  desigiv  site  preparation,  and  equipment  for  the  remaining  critical 
eanh  stations  throughout  the  state  of  Alaska. 

Benefits:  ANICS  will  provide  substantial  improvement  to  reliability,  performance,  maintainability  and 
capacity.  ANICS  will  substantially  reduce  the  annual  cost  of  leased  communications  in  the  Alaskan  region. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$41,500.0 

9,000.0 

5,000.0 

26.5000 

$82,000.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Activirs  Tasks                                                                 Quanup,  (SOOO) 

Cenirall)  Procured  Equipment  and  Services  Various  $5,000.0 
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■mr:- 

fSf«ttS# 

XiftS*ffi?SP 

OP 

2E02 

Fuel  Storage  Tank  Replacement  and 
Monitoring 

$10,500,000 

Various 

46-22 

Basis  for  Request  Underground  fuel  storage  tanks  installed  in  the  past  do  not  meet  newly  established 
emironmental  standards  and  must  be  replaced  and  monitored 

Description  of  Problem:  The  Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  Amendments  of  1984  to  the  Clean  Water  and 
Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act  leNied  a  requirement  on  owners  of  underground  petroleum  fiiel  storage  tanks  to 
notifS  local  governments  of  such  tanks  and  to  monitor  those  tanks  so  that  leaks  can  be  detected  before  they 
reach  ground  water  Underground  fuel  storage  tanks  of  the  type  FAA  has  installed  in  the  past  ha\e  a  life 
expectancy  of  15  years  The  majonty  of  those  installed  have  been  in  place  for  20  to  25  years  Double 
walled  fiberglass  replacement  fuel  tanks  and  jjermanent  monitoring  wells  will  be  used  to  eliminate  fiiture 
problems  No  detectors  are  required  for  existing  tanks  which  are  not  replaced  or  repaired  until  required  b> 
EPA  or  state  and/or  local  go\  enunent  mumcipalities. 

Descnption  of  Solution:  Provide  $10,500,000  to  replace  and  monitor  existing  ground  fiiel  storage  tanks  and 
replace  leaking  tanks  The  FAA  has  inspected  fuel  storage  tanks,  removed  and/or  replaced  tanks,  and 
converted  gasoline  engine  generators  to  propane    This  effort  will  continue  into  the  21st  century 

Benefits  The  FAA  will  be  in  compliance  with  State  and  Federal  regulations  govenung  storage  of  fuel  in 
underground  storage  tanks  This  program  will  strengthen  the  linkage  between  transportation  and 
en\  ironmental  policy  by  mitigating  damage  to  the  emironment 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
F^'  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$  69,800  0 

9,000.0 

10,500.0 

115.600  0 

$204,900.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Aciivitv  Tasks 


Locations/ 
Quantify 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 


Procurement  of  Tanks  and 
Regional  Site  Work 


Various 


$10.500  0 


F&E-139 


78-849  0-94-44 


1376 


\ 


FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 


OSS'' 


me- 


:::::^>:^:>-ii^i^^<-^fS|g 


2E03 


FAA  Buildings  and  Equipment 


SI  1,645,000 


Various 


46^8,  46-16 
26-08 


Basis  for  Request:  A  niajorit>  of  the  structures  housing  and/or  suppoiting  electronic  systems  within  the 
national  airspace  s\'Stem  (NAS)  are  o\'er  20  years  old  and  will  be  required  beyond  the  year  2001. 

Description  of  Problem:  Many  existing  facilities  were  built  during  the  I940's  and  1950's.  At  the  time  of 
construction,  very  little  consideration  was  given  to  energy  consumption,  safety  standards,  or  earthquake 
hazards  Increased  pouer  and  fuel  costs  have  generated  the  need  to  retrofit  some  structures  and  modify 
others.  Additional  modifications  and  refurbishment's  arc  required  to  extend  the  service  life  of  these 
structures  to  the  year  2001  and  beyond.  Examples  of  these  facilities  include  shelters  for  very  high  frequency 
omnidirectional  ranges  (VORs).  radars,  radar  microwave  links  (RMLs),  instrument  landing  systems  (ILSs). 
engine  generators,  conununication  outlets,  and  other  system  facilities  Needed  improvements  include 
rooflng.  siding,  insulation,  updating  heating  and  air-conditioning  systems,  replacing  \-arious  operation  and 
working  equipment,  and  other  projects  designed  to  extend  the  service  life  of  these  structures. 

Description  of  Solution:  Pro^^de  $10,500,000  to  fund  this  ongoing  program  to  e.xtend  the  service  life  of 
structures  used  to  house  and  support  components  of  the  national  airspace  system  (NAS).  Also  S1.14S.000  is 
requested  for  regional  projects. 

Benefits:  Major  benefits  are  the  extension  of  the  service  life  of  the  buildings  and  equipment  coupled  with 
reductions  in  energy  consumption 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Toul 


Various 


At^^^^T^t^tf 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  -miS  YEAR 

Locttions/ 
OuanliK 


1.  ImprovY  Structures 

2.  Regional  Projects 
Total 


Various 
Various 
Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$120,775.9 

17.000.0 

1 1. 645.0 

308.400.0 

$457,820.9 


Estimated  Cost 

SI0.5000 
_L14iO 


$11,645.0 
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8aitt*« 


W£- 


2E04 


Electrical  Power  Systems  -  Sustain/ 
Support 


fitttmf^ 


$7,000,000 


himfimr' 


Various 


OP 


26-07,  46-07 


Basis  for  Request  Solid  state  elecuonics  equipment  being  introduced  into  the  national  airspace  s>stem 
(NAS)  requires  stable  power  sources,  free  from  surges,  to  provide  reliable  operations 

Description  of  Problem  Many  FAA  facilities,  when  constructed,  did  not  require  lightning  and/or  surge 
protection  for  the  equipment  because  tube-t>pe  equipment  operated  at  higher  voltages  and  was  not  as 
susceptible  to  being  damaged  b)  the  transient  currents  created  by  lightning  or  other  disturbances  To 
protect  the  new  electronic  equipment,  lightning  and  surge  protection  devices  need  to  be  installed  in  the 
buildings  at  the  entn.  point  of  commercial  power  Concurrently,  it  is  necessary  to  provide  improved 
bonding,  shielding,  and  grounding  for  the  new  equipment. 

Due  to  the  age  of  the  standby  power  equipment  and  the  reduced  power  requirements  associated  with  the 
solid  state  electronic  equipment,  the  existing  standby  power  equipment  at  most  facilities  needs  to  be 
modernized,  overhauled,  or  in  some  cases,  replaced  with  battery  systems. 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $7,000,000  to  fund  this  program  to  improve/replace  the  power  sources  for 
the  equipment  used  in  the  NAS. 

Benefits  This  program  ensures  power  availability  and  reduces  operating  costs  and  energy  consumption  of 
siandbv  power  systems  at  unmanned  facilities 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  ($000) 

$80,645.0 
7.0000 
7.000.0 


Various 


$94,645.0 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  actixity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti>it\  Tasks                                                           OuaiHit\  ($000} 

1.  Regional  Site  Work                                               Various  $5,300.0 

2.  Washington  Headquaners  Procured 

Equipment  and  Services                                          —  1,700.0 

Toul                                                                          Various  $7,000.0 
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fompirt,^ 

'i^" 

ftS* 

2E05 

Air  Navigational  Aids  and  ATC 
Facilities  (Local  Projects) 

$6,000,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  Various  local  improvements  are  required  to  ensure  the  continued  operation  of  air  traffic 
control  facilities  and  air  na%igational  aids. 

Description  of  Problem:  Various  local  minor  improvements,  restorations,  and  alterations  must  be  made  to 
over  30.000  commissioned  air  na\igation  and  air  traffic  control  facilities  throughout  the  United  States.  The 
following  improvements  are  t>pical:  (a)  minor  improvements  to  air  traffic  control  positions  in  air  traffic 
control  towers  or  air  route  traffic  control  centers;  (b)  raising  or  relocating  air/ground  communications 
antennas  to  reduce  frequency  interference;  (c)  correcting  fire  hazards  and  impro\ing  securit>;  and  (d) 
correcting  minor  facilit>  and  equipment  design  deficiencies 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $6,000,000  for  various  improvement  projects  for  which  requirements  often 
develop  without  advance  notice  but  demand  immediate  action. 

Benefits  This  is  a  collection  of  improvement  projects  required  to  keep  the  national  airspace  s>stem 
facilities  efficieni  and  up-to-date  The  projects  are  mainly  for  correction  of  site  specific  problems  and 
deficiencies. 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)                                               ~ 
FY  1994  Appropriated                                                          — 
FY  1995  Request                                                                  — 
Funire  Requirement                                                                 — 

$31.0000 
7.019.0 
6,0000 

Total                                                                            Various 

$44.0190 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it>  Task?                                                              Quantm 

($000) 

Regional  Site  Work                                              Various 

$6,000.0 

'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activit>  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis 
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JHe,.^.,^,.. 

jt^flfaffiffffi 

CO" 

2E06 

Air  Navigation  Facility/ ATC  System 
Support  Provide 

$9,000,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  Facilit>  expansion  providing  essential  air  trafiic  services  and  associated  s>stein 
reliabilit>  requires  technical  assistance  to  support  implementation. 

Description  of  Problem:  As  air  na\igation/air  trafiic  control  s>'Stems  are  expanded,  technical  assistance  is 
required  lo  support  s>'siem  implementation  and  effectively  respond  to  in-house  engineering  design  and 
analysis  problems  of  an  urgent  and  unexpected  nature.  These  support  fiinctions  involve  engineenng 
services  for:  (a)  the  update  or  modification  of  production  specifications  for  equipment  procurement:  (b) 
identification  of  kev  test  equipment  and  logistics  support  requirements;  (c)  system  standards  for 
construction  and  installations;  (d)  improvements  for  maintainability  and  reliability;  and  (e)  design  of 
interface  where  several  programs  are  involved. 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $9,000,000  for  engineering,  design,  and  analysis  in  order  to  expedite 
program  completion  correct  deficiencies,  and  provide  interface  design  suppon  during  field  implementation 

Benefits  The  major  benefit  having  the  capability  to  meet  unexpected  demands  for  system  improvements 
efficiently  to  provide  associated  system  reliability  uith  minimum  impact  on  essential  air  traffic  services 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMAR"^" 


Locations 


Appropriated  (F\'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  fSOOO) 

$75.6944 
5,0000 
9,000.0 


Various 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


$89,694.4 


Activin  Tasks 

Centrallv  Procured  Services 


Locations/ 
Ouantin 

Various 


Estimated  Cost 
$9,000.0 


'  Future  requirements  Mill  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  v^hich  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis 
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8ad[f*t 

im- 

li^f^tt^ 

^fwttfeag- 

Cff 

2E07 

Land/Easement  Purchase  for  Existing 
Airway  Facilitiei 

$1,500,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request  The  FAA  ana]>'zes  each  land  lease  to  determine  the  comparative  economic  \alue  of 
continued  land  lease  versus  land  purchase  Land  rights  are  purchased  if  it  is  cost  effective  and  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  Govenunent. 

Description  of  Problem  The  FAA  has  been  experiencing  escalating  land  rental  costs,  panicularly  in  areas 
in  the  \icimr\  of  airports  undergoing  development  Land  costs,  and  correspondingly  land  rentals,  have  been 
increasing  faster  than  inflation  in  these  areas  It  is  expected  that  some  land  rental  costs  will  dramatically 
increase  over  the  next  fise  years  as  the  economy  recovers  from  the  recession,  unless  action  is  taken  to 
acquire  permanent  land  rights  Analyses  of  each  site  indicate  that  the  net  present  value  cost  of  leasing  the 
site  IS  greater  than  the  present  value  cost  of  purchasing  the  site  Therefore,  ue  have  instituted  a  program  to 
purchase  leased  sites  as  leases  expire 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $1,500,000  lo  purchase  permanent  real  estate  rights  for  sites  which 
economically  qualify  for  purchase  This  fiinding  will  eliminate  land  rental  costs  for  those  sites  purchased 
and  would  prevent  FAA  from  incurring  relocations  ex-pense  costs  which  become  necessary  as  rental  costs, 
keeping  pace  with  escalating  land  values,  force  relocation,  if  relocation  is  operationally  possible 

Benefits:   The  purchase  of  these  sites  ensures  continued  facility  operations  while  avoiding  the  expense  of 
site  relocation,  flight  checking,  and  the  associated  costs  of  publicly  notifying  airmen  of  these  relocations 
Also.  11  avoids  pav-ment  of  future  rentals  at  locations  that  have  long-term  occupancy  potential    In  addition, 
when  FAA-ovvned  real  estate  is  no  longer  required,  it  is  sold  often  at  a  higher  pnce  than  when  purchased, 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  are  returned  to  the  Treasurv 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


$58.4316 
1,400.0 
1.5000 


Various 


$61,331.6 


'  Future  requirements  are  based  on  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Acii\in  Tasks                                                              Ouaiitit\  ($000) 

Regional  Facilil>  Site  Locations  Vanous  Sl.SOO.O 
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trff 

2E08 

Aircraft  Related  Equipment  Program 

$6,000,000 

Various 

56-12 

Basis  for  Request  The  FAA  has  a  slatuton  requirement  to  perform  flight  inspection  of  navigational  aids  in 
support  of  the  NauonaJ  Airspace  System  (MAS)  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  support  regulatory 
acti\iiies  including  research  and  de\elopment  (R&D)  related  to  airworthiness  of  airmen,  aircraft, 
equipment,  systems,  new  equipment  and  other  advances  in  aviation  technology,  and  provide  training  lo 
maintain  currency  and  proficiency  of  FAA  aviation  safety  inspectors  and  test  pilots.  This  support  mandates 
the  use  of  aircraft  related  equipment  which  is  capable  of  meeting  minimum  mission  support  criteria 

Description  of  Problem: 

Ven  High  Freaueno  Communications  Interference  Canceler  ($735,000):  The  VHF  radio  system 
installed  in  the  BE-300  and  BAe-800  flight  inspection  aircraft  is  generating  potentially  hazardous 
interference  Acquisition  and  installation  of  VHF  communication  interference  canceler  systems  is 
required  to  impro\e  safety  by  avoiding  reception  problems  with  very  high-frequency  omnirange 
(VOR)  navigation  equipment  $735,000  is  requested  to  complete  the  second  year  of  a  multiyear 
program  for  which  an  additional  $1,750,000  will  be  required 

Upgrade  BAe-800  Avionics  and  Flight  Inspection  Svstem  ($2.200,000)  The  FAA  obtained  six 
BAe-800  aircraft  from  the  U.S.  Air  Force.  These  aircraft  lack  certain  avionics  and  fight  inspection 
system  capabilities  necessars  to  full)  perform  the  cunent  FAA  worldwide  flight  inspecuon 
mission  Funds  are  requested  to  procure  and  install  microwave  landing  system  (MLS),  global 
positioning  system  (GPS),  and  LORAN  C  hardware  and  software;  various  other  software  changes 
and  enhancements  to  the  flight  inspection  computer,  and  cockpit  control  and  display  uiul  harduare 
and  software  $2,200,000  is  requested  to  begin  the  multiyear  project  for  which  an  addiuonal 
$9,800,000  will  be  required  in  future  years. 

Flight  Inspection  Svstems  Capabili^  Enhancement  ($2.315,000)  Existing  flight  inspection 
systems  used  by  FAA  do  not  have  the  capability  to  efficiently  support  a  number  of  mission 
requirements  and  workload  projections,  and  do  not  incorporate  modem  data  handling,  processing, 
storage,  and  reporting  techniques  to  permit  effective  data  aimlysis  and  access.  Funds  are  requested 
to  continue  development  and  implementation  of  required  flight  inspection  system  enhancements, 
for  which  $1,200,000  was  requested  in  FY  1994,  and  $8,985,000  will  be  required  in  the  fiiture  to 
complete  the  $12,500,000  multiyear  project 

Controllable  Oscilloscope  Svstem  ($750,000)  Spectrum  analysis  and  frequency  interference 
investigation  from  the  airborne  flight  inspection  platform  are  a  primary  concern  The  occurrence 
of  interference  is  increasing  and  proficiency  in  operating  the  instruments  required  to  pinpoint 
interference  sources  is  crucial.  Existing  operating  inefficiencies  result  in  inconsistent  analysis  of 
navigation  and  surveillance  systems  in  the  NAS  Funds  are  requested  to  acquire  and  install 
controllable  oscilloscope  systems  in  flight  inspection  aircraft  capable  of  interfacing  with  the  current 
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spectnun  analysis  equipment  including  software  modifications  required  for  computer  interface. 

Description  of  Solution:  Pnnide  S6,000,000  to  procure  and  install,  enhance,  and  implement:  (l)vei>'>ugh 
frequenc>  communications  interference  canceler  equipment  in  BE-300  and  BAe-80U  flight  inspection 
aircraft;  (2)  BAe-800  aircraft  a\ionics  and  flight  inspection  system;  (3)  flight  inspection  systems  capabilit). 
and  (4)  controllable  oscilloscope  S)stems  in  flight  inspection  aircraft. 

Benefits:  This  acquisition  is  part  of  a  continuing  multiyear  plan  to  ensure  that  aircraft  related  equipment 
will  be  capable  of  meeting  aircraft  program  mission  needs  As  this  program  pro\ides  broad  based  support 
to  multiple  programs,  it  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major  administration  themes. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  fSOOO) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)  —  $11.622  5 

FY  1994  Appropnated  ~  6.000.0 

FY  1995  Request  —  6.000.0 

Future  Requirement  Various  47.777.5 

Total  Various  $71.400  0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estinuted  Cost 

A«i\in  Tasks  Ouantit\  ($000) 

Procure  and  mstall  aircraft  related  a\ionics 

equipment  and  flight  inspection  systems  Various  $6,000.0 
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W£-                                                               BfiSfflfi* 

Mam 

OP 

2E09 

Aircraft  Fleet  Moderruzation                       $50,000,000 

2 

26-11,56-11 

Basis  for  Request:  The  FAA  has  slatutor>-  requirements  to  perform  navigational  aid  flight  inspection  in 
support  of  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  and  Department  of  Defense  This  support  mandates 
utilizmg  flight  inspection  aircraft  which  are  capable  of  meeting  minimum  mission  support  criteria. 

Description  of  Problem:  The  present  flight  inspection  fleet  includes  aircraft  with  the  average  age  of  22 
years  with  some  approaching  38  years  since  manufacture  and  require  replacement  These  aircraft  are  no 
longer  in  production,  causing  high  operating  costs,  high  maintenance  costs,  and  unavailability  of  spare 
pans. 

Description  of  Solution:  The  medium  size/range  (MSR)  and  large  size/range  (LSR)  aircraft  are  needed  to 
e£recti\el\  accomplish  replacement  of  older  aircraft  amid  projected  escalation  in  domestic  flight  inspection 
mission  requirements  The  acquisition  of  these  aircraft  is  supported  by  the  Federal  Aviation 
Admimstration's  aircraft  program  strategic  plan  for  FY  1991  through  FY  2000  Adequate  flight  inspection 
aircraft  must  be  acquired  to  meet  mission  support  requirements  Provide  $50,000,000  to  acquire  two  flight 
inspection  aircraft  with  fully  installed  and  integrated  flight  inspection  systems. 

Benefits  This  acquisition  will  modernize  the  FAA  flight  inspection  fleet,  which  has  responsibility  for 
domestic  and  international  testing  and  certification  of  flight  procedures  and  navigation  aids  International 
flight  inspection  responsibilities  include  US  military  and  civilian  bases  and  foreign  airfields,  by 
intergov  emmental  agreement  Modernization  of  the  fleet  is  necessary  to  test,  evaluate,  and  certify  advanced 
technology  systems  such  as  the  ASR-9  radar.  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS),  and  LORAN-C  The 
current  fleet  aircraft  are  increasingly  uiueliable  and  in  need  of  extensive  upgrades,  modiflcations.  and 
general  maintenance  Additionally,  since  the  new  aircraft  will  be  more  flight  worthy  and  have  longer  range 
than  the  current  aging  and  deteriorating  fleet,  flight  crews  would  have  reduced  risk  of  accidents.  As  this 
program  provides  broad  based  suppori  to  multiple  programs,  it  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major 
administration  themes. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Aircraft 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


24 
0 

2 
2 


28 


$211,700.0 

00 

50,000.0 

56.000.0 

$317,700.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

ActKin  Tasks  Ouantit\  ($000) 

Exercise  Existing  Option  for  2  flight  2  SSO.OOO.O 

Inspection  Aircraft  Systems  (I  MSR. 
I  LSR).  Spares,  Technical  Data,  and 
Support 
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mf     : 
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I,oartHm: 

2E10 

Air  Traffic  Controller  Chairs  -  Replace 

$1,000,000 

Various 

42-24 

Basis  for  Request    The  failure  rate  on  controller  chairs  has  become  a  national  problem 

Description  of  Problem:  Due  to  r»ent>-foiir  hour  per  day  use,  the  life  of  controller  chairs  is  approximately 
five  years  The  current  conuoller  chairs  were  purchased  in  the  early  1980's  They  are  beginning  to  require 
excessive  repair  which  is  becoming  e.xiremely  labor  intensive  to  airways  facilities  personnel 

Description  of  Solution:  Pro\ide  $1,000,000  to  replace  the  operational  position  chairs  in  selected  air  traffic 
facilities. 

Benefits  Replacement  of  the  controller  chairs  will  improve  the  safety  and  controller  comfort  in  our  air 
traffic  facilities  It  will  also  free  the  Airways  Facilities  maintenance  personnel  to  perform  their  regular 
maintenance  duties 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1 982- 1 993 )                                               ~ 
F^'  1994  Appropnated                                                             — 
n' 199.5  Request                                                                  — 
Future  Requirement                                                              — 
Total                                                                           Various 

$4,500.0 

00 

1.000.0 

$5.5000 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

ActiNitv  Tasks                                                           Ouantin 

(?000) 

Purchase  Chairs                                                           Various 

$1.0000 

'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis. 
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CO- 

2E11 

Airport  Cable  Loop  Systems  - 
Sustained  Support 

$6,113,000 

Various 

26-05,  46-05, 
46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  Existing  airport  cable  configurations  do  not  allow  for  redundant  communications  paths 
bemeen  airport  facilities  and  towers.  Order  6950. 23A  directs  airway  facilities  to  reconfigure  cable 
configurations  whenever  possible  into  cable  loop  systems  Existing  systems  are  being  expanded  and 
upgraded  to  new  technology  on  an  ongoing  basis  throughout  the  system.  Funding  under  this  program  will 
allow  the  FAA  comply  with  this  order. 

Description  of  Problem:  Los  Angeles  airport  is  currently  undergoing  a  major  upgrade  of  all  cable  systems 
to  enhance  system  reliability  and  safety .  This  includes  replacing  old  and  deteriorated  cables  and  installing 
new  fiber  optic  sy  stems  St.  Louis  airport  is  undergoing  a  major  expansion  of  the  existing  runway  and  cable 
systems.  This  requires  relocation  of  existing  cable  systems.  Reconfiguration  of  these  systems  into  cable 
loop  systems  will  pro\ide  additional  benefits.  Adequate  funding  has  not  been  provided  for  these  projects  in 
pre\ious  budget  years. 

Supply  support  has  not  been  proxided  due  to  lack  of  funding  This  project  will  enable  the  FAA  Academy 
and  Logistics  Center  to  initiate  training  and  support  programs  for  cable  loop  systems 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $3,000,000  to  continue  Los  Angeles.  St  Louis.  Bakersfieid.  Windsor 
Locks,  and  Oklahoma  City,  projects  and  initiate  support  practices  at  the  Logistics  Center  and  the  Academy. 
Provide  S3. 1 13.000  for  regional  onginated  projects. 

Benefits:  Training  for  fiber  optic  systems  will  be  provided  to  FAA  personnel  System  reliability  and  safety 
will  be  enhanced  due  to  reduced  outages  and  increased  system  performance  from  multiple  pathways 
provided  by  loop  systems  Cable  systems  will  be  upgraded  and  the  constraints  of  Order  6950  23A  will  be 
met. 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Futuie  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  (SOOO) 

S20.400.0 
1,000.0 
6.113.0 


Various 


$27,513.0 


'  Fuiurc  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

.    .  .    ^    .  LocaUons/                                   Estimated  Cosi 

ActiMt^  Tasks  Quajiun  (sppp) 

1.  Regional  Site  Work  Various  $833  0 

2.  Regional  Site  Work  Los  Angeles  550  o 

3.  Regional  Site  Work  St.  Louis  1  loo  0 
4  Logistics  Support  Oklahoma  Cit>  517  0 
5.  Regional  Projects  Various  3  1130 
Total  Various  $6,113.0 


F&E-153 


1390 


FY  1995  PRESIDENTS  BUDGET  SUBMISSION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  APPROPRIATION 

rAIRPQRT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND^ 


fc 

Bfls-.,,, 

B««»c»fc 

l9V^<m-    ;;. 

2E12 

Computer  Aided  Engineering  and 
Graphics  (CAEG)  Replacement 

$1,000,000 

Various 

56-70 

Basis  for  Request  The  basis  for  this  request  is  to  provide  initial  seed  inone>  to  co\er  the  expense  of  the 
acquisition  process  for  the  CAEG  replacement  program  The  CAEG  replacement  system  will  provide 
uniniemipted  support  to  continue  to  furnish  the  benefits  reaped  by  its  predecessor  Implementation  of  the 
Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  requires  modifications  to  many  existing  facility  designs  and  the  creation  of  a 
large  number  of  new  regional  and  national  standard  designs  The  CAEG  replacement  system  v*ill  provide 
an  improved  method  in  meeting  the  CIP's  demand  for  new  and  revised  topographic,  electrical,  electronic, 
architectural,  mechanical,  and  construction  engineering  designs  wth  a  disproportionately  small  increase  in 
staffing 

Description  of  Problem  The  cunent  problem  is  largely  hardware  related  The  current  commercial-off-the- 
shelf  (COTS)  hardware  is  beyond  its  usefiil  life  and  cannot  run  the  more  sophisticated  and  more  open 
software  that  is  needed  for  today's  operating  environment  Workstation  requirement  demands  outstrip 
workstation  availability  and  there  is  no  current  vehicle  for  updating  and  adding  additional  hardware  and 
software  The  hardware  is  obsolete,  spare  parts  are  scarce,  and  repairs  are  expensive  It  is  expected  that  the 
hardware  will  be  irreparable  beyond  the  FY  1995  time  frame 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $1,000,000  to  develop  the  specification,  statement  of  work,  source 
selection,  and  test  and  evaluation  of  the  CAEG  replacement 

Benefits    Maintaining  the  necessary  level  of  support  to  the  NAS  implementation  programs 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnaled 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


ActiviK  Tasks 


Various 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 
Ouantitx 


Amount  ($000) 

S  0.0 

1.S00.0 

1. 000.0 

73.200.0 

S75.70O0 


Estimated  Cost 

«000l 


Specification  Development,  and 
Evaluation 


SI. 000.0 
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6flBBH*f  ■■""   ■ 
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3A01 

Automated  Data  Processing  (ADP) 
Facilities  Management  (CORN) 

$20,600,000 

12 

56-28 

Basis  for  Request:  This  request  continues  funding  for  the  computer  resources  nucleus  (CORN)  project 
initial!)  funded  in  the  FY  1989  budget.  Increased  demands  for  general  purpose  host  computer  resources 
from  operational  and  administrative  programs  within  FAA  have  increased  at  a  rate  far  exceeding  available 
host  capacit>.  The  CORN  project  represents  a  technological  investment  in  computing  resources  that 
promotes  corporate-wide  processing  eCTicienc)'. 

Description  of  Problem:  The  demand  for  general  purpose  host  processing  resources  significantly  exceeded 
the  available  capabilities  ADP  management  under  the  CORN  program  addresses  this  critical  problem  with 
the  acquisition  of  consolidated  ADP  services  from  coniractor-proxided  facilities,  hardware,  software,  and 
staff.  During  the  10-year  contract  life,  the  contractor  will  be  required  to  meet  growing  demands  for  service 
and  to  upgrade  installed  hardware  and  software  to  ensure  that  the  most  cost-effective  technologies  are 
applied  to  the  FAA  data  processing  needs  Some  of  the  areas  that  have  increased  workloads  that  require 
additional  host  resources  are: 

a  Airport  Inspection  and  Certification 

b  Logistics  and  Im'entof>  Systems 

c  Energy  Management  Reporting  System 

d  Management  of  National  Airspace  Telecommunications 

e  DOT-wide  Personnel.  Accounting,  and  Payroll  Systems 

f  Accident  Investigation 

g  Aircraft  Registration 

h.  Airmen  Certification 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  S20.6OO.0OO  for:  ( I )  software  conversion  of  major  applications  from  the 
old  hosts  to  the  new  hosts:  (2)  parallel  operations  during  the  test  and  checkout  of  the  new  systems.  (3) 
continuing  operation  costs  for  the  contractor  provided  facility,  equipment,  staff  support;  and,  (4)  training  for 
users  of  converted  applications. 

Benefits:  The  benefits  of  this  fimding  are  an  upgraded  and  common  system  of  ADP  support  for  agency - 
wide  use  that  allows  for  greater  intermodalism  and  sharing  of  aviation  safety  data  The  expansion  of  ADP 
capacity  will  be  made  available  so  that  required  service  levels  and  productivity  can  be  achieved  Other 
benefits  include  improved  ADP  service  levels,  maintained  security  levels,  increased  productivity,  avoidance 
of  lengthy  procurement  process,  improved  ADP  cost-effectiveness,  availability  of  latest  technology, 
minimized  risk  to  FAA,  and  providing  the  broadest  competition. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)                                                 ~-  $102.073  5 

FY  1994  Appropriated                                                            ~  35,000.0 

FY  1995  Request                                                                     12  20.600.0 

Future  Requirement                                                           ^^  0.0 

Total                                                                                       12    '  $157,673.5 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Activin  Tasks                                                                 Quantirv  ($000) 

Software  Con\  ersion  of  Major 

Applications  and  Implementation                                     12  $20,600  0 


The  request  for  each  year  is  for  the  same  12  locations. 
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3A02 

NAS  Management  Automation 
Program  (NASMAP) 

$4,500,000 

Various 

56-56 

Basis  for  Request:  litis  request  addresses  a  critical  need  within  the  Airway  Facilities  (AF)  to  integrate 
information  across  all  AF  program  areas  to  use  information  technology  to  manage  National  Airspace 
System  (NAS)  related  data  and  information  processing  systems  efficiently  and  effectively  In  order  to 
perform  these  responsibilities  successfiill).  management  information  program  ofiices  require  the 
development  of  comprehensive  and  integrated  information  systems  containing  or  providing  a  means  of 
accessing  the  types  of  data.  This  request  directly  supports  the  implementation  of  AF's  fi\e  year  information 
technology  plan. 

Descnpuon  of  Problem:  Present  information  technology  capabilities  are  inadequate  to  provide  management 
vtith  access  to  the  information  needed  within  the  FAA  to  effectively  manage  the  systems  in  the  NAS  The 
airwav  facilities  divisions  are  relegated  to  using  manual  systems  to  facilitate  planning,  scheduling,  and 
tracking  of  activities  required  to  implement  the  program  defined  in  the  CIP  through  the  year  2000.  The 
impetus  behind  this  major  effort  is  AFs  strategic  plan. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $4,500,000  to  implement  AFs  detailed  five  year  information  technology 
plan  The  plan  ad  Iresses  the  establishment  of  an  FT  based  infrastructure  that  supports  the  efficient  and  cost 
effectiv  e  management  of  the  agency 's  resources  The  implementation  of  the  plan  results  in  the  establishment 
of  a  national  network,  providing  connectivity  and  communications  capability  to  AF  personnel  engaged  in 
the  management  and  administration  of  the  NAS  program. 

Benefits:  Quicker  and  greater  access  to  management  data  and  more  efficient  use  of  the  Agencv  's  resources 
will  result  with  the  implementation  of  an  integrated  information  infrastructure  for  AF.  The  effort  will  result 
in  significant  improvements  to  the  accuracv.  commonality,  sharing  and  management  of  information  as  a 
critical  resource.  This  is  necessarv  in  order  to  achieve  sound  management  decisions,  as  well  as  the  ability  to 
conduct  timely  and  meaningful  analysis  for  the  effective  implementation  and  operation  of  the  NAS.  This 
program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major  administration  themes. 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$32,100.0 

4.000.0 

4.500.0 

34.8000 

$75,400.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\in  Tasks  Quantit\  (SOOO) 

National  Configuration  Analysis 

Implemenution  Various  $4,500.0 
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3A03 


Hazardous  Materials  Management 


$15,000,000 


Various 


46-23 


Basis  for  Request  The  FAA  is  required  by  Executive  Order  12088  to  comply  with  all  Federal.  Sute. 
interstate,  and  local  pollution  control  statutes  in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  degree  as  any  other 
person  or  entity  The  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976  (RCRA)  and  the  Comprehensive 
Environmental  Response,  Compensation  and  Liability  Act  of  1980  (CERCLA),  as  amended,  establish 
mandaiorv  compliance  schedules  to  identify  and  remediate  environmentally  contaminated  sites  The 
Federal  Facilities  Compliance  Act  of  1992  waives  sovereign  immunity  of  Federal  agencies  for 
environmental  violations  and  subjects  agencies  to  liability  for  fines  and  other  penalties  imposed  by  Federal. 
State,  and  local  environmental  agencies  Other  environmental  statutes,  delineated  in  40  CFR.  place 
requirements  on  hazardous  materials  handling,  hazardous  waste  disposal,  and  waste  minimization 

Description  of  Problem:  Past  FAA  maintenance  practices,  although  considered  appropriate  at  the  lime, 
resulted  in  environmental  contamination  which  must  be  cleaned  up  under  current  environmental  laws.  In 
1988.  the  FAA  began  implementing  a  program  in  compliance  with  Federal  regulations  to  identify  and  clean 
up  environmental  contamination  at  FAA  facilities.  The  sites  in  question  have  been  identified  by  internal 
reviews  of  past  maintenance  operations  and  rel< ases  at  facilities,  and  notices  of  violations  receiv ed  from 
environmental  regnlaioiy  entities  Federal  and  State  laws  mandate  specific  procedures  and  deadlines  be 
followed  from  the  moment  contamination  is  identified  until  a  site  is  decontaminated  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  regulatory  entity.  Since  the  beginning  of  the  program,  numerous  site  investigations  have  been 
performed  which  indicate  the  need  for  evtensive  long-term  cleanup  of  environmental  contamination  from 
soil  and  ground  waters  at  some  FAA  facilities  The  investigations  have  indicated  that  contamination  comes 
from  a  variety  of  hazardous  substances,  including  fuels,  solvents,  heibicides.  transformer  oils  (PCB's).  and 
radioactive  materials  A  comprehensive  program  of  Facility  Enviroiunental  Evaluations  began  in  FY  1993 
and  will  continue  into  FY  199S  to  better  define  the  number  and  magnitude  of  hazardous  waste  problems  at 
FAA  facilities  In  addition  to  addressing  existing  environmental  contamination  sites,  this  program  has 
identified  procedures  for  hazardous  materials  handling  and  hazardous  waste  disposal  to  prevent  future 
environmental  contamination  and  notices  of  violation. 

Description  of  Solution:  Fund  SI5.000.000  for  site  investigations,  hazardous  waste  handling  and  disposal, 
and  waste  minimization.  This  will  include  drilling  of  monitoring  wells,  remediation  of  ground  water, 
physical  removal  of  contaminated  soils,  proper  diqiosal  or  incineration  of  hazardous  wastes, 
implementation  of  air  pollution  controls  as  required,  and  investigation  and  implementation  of  waste 
mimmizalion  alternatives. 

Benefits:  This  program  supporu  Department  initiatives  to  strengthen  the  linkage  between  Tiansporution 
and  Environmental  Policy  by  mitigating  transportation-related  environmental  damages.  Presently,  several 
FAA  facilities  are  under  administrative  consent  orders  to  achieve  environmental  compliance  within 
specified  deadlines  Funding  will  allow  these  FAA  facilities  to  achieve  compliance  with  admimstrative 
consent  orders  and  State  and  Federal  pollution  conuol  regulations,  thus  forestalling  fiirther  environmental 
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contamination.  Additionally,  the  work  funded  will  reduce  FAA  liabilities  for  fines  and  other  ct\il  penalties 
which  may  result  from  non-compliance  with  existing  regulations. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)                                                  -~  $58.892  4 

FY  1994  Appropriated                                                             —  12.750.0 

FY  1995  Request                                                                      —  15.000.0 

Future  Requirement                                                            :::  74.057.6 

Total                                                                                Various  \     $160.7000 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YE.AR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\in  Tasks                                                              QuantiK  ($000) 

Compliance  with  en\ ironmental  remediation 

and  pollution  prevention  requirements                     Various  $15,000.0 
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Aviation  Safety  Analysis  System 
(ASAS)  


$15,392,000 


Various 


56-51 


Basis  for  Request:  To  improve  inspection.  suA'eillance.  certification  and  investigation  programs  and  the 
safet>  mission  through  the  development  of  an  integrated  automation  s\'Stem  to  capnire  safet>  related 
inspection  data. 

Description  of  Problem:  Present  automation  hardware  and  software  technolog\'  capabilities  are  inadequate 
to  capture,  disseminate,  and  anah^e  a  uide  range  of  safetv  related  data  Most  program  managers,  accident 
inxestigators.  inspector  personnel,  support  personnel,  and  others  who  need  the  information  must  use  manual 
procedures  that  are  antiquated  and  obsolete  for  planning,  scheduling,  capturing,  and  tracking  work 
programs,  investigation  results,  and  safet>  information. 

Description  of  Solution:  Funding  of  SIS.392.000  would  continue  modernization  of  the  current  svstem. 
s>'stem  design  efforts,  and  purchase  of  hardware  and  software  infrastructure  requirements  for  ASAS 
information  management  and  communication  processes 

Benefits:  This  project  will  substantiallx  improve  the  accuracv.  commonalit>.  and  the  sharing  of  AS.AS  and 
other  aviation  safetv -related  information    This  program  will  support  the  safetv  of  our  transportation  svstem 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Toul 


Various 


Amount  ($0(Ki) 

S  45.200.0 

18.000  0 

15.392.0 

129.008  0 

$207.6000 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Aff'^'iftTlfte 

Hardware/Software  Sx'siem 
Design/Maintenance 


Locations/ 
Oiiaiitiix 


Vaiious 


Eoinuied  Cost 
ffOOO) 


$15,392.0 
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Operational  Data  Management  System 
(ODMS) 

$5,000,000 

Various 

43-21 

Basis  for  Request  This  is  the  third  year  of  a  four  year  program  to  provide  an  initial  operational  data 
management  system  (ODMS).  The  current  capability  is  composed  of  the  United  States  Notices  to  Airmen 
(NOT AM)  System  (USNS),  the  aeronautical  information  system  (AIS),  and  a  data  archiving  fimction.  The 
ODMS  project  will  integrate  the  AIS  and  the  USNS  into  one  fully  automated  s>stem  that  includes  all  the 
functions  of  the  national  flight  data  center  (NFDC). 

Descnpiion  of  Problem  The  present  methods  used  b\  the  FAA  to  collect,  validate,  archive,  and  distribute 
operational  data  are  seriousl>  inadequate  Existmg  systems  were  developed  in  the  late  1970s  and  are  labor 
intensive,  prone  to  data  input  enor.  consist  of  obsolete  technology .  and  do  not  meet  the  operational  needs  of 
the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS)  elements  or  the  needs  of  the  aviation  user  community  The  AIS  and 
USNS  are  initial  elements  of  the  ODMS  which  is  expected  to  interface  with  the  Advanced  Automation 
System  (AAS)  and  the  Traffic  Management  Processor  The  data  being  processed  by  these  svstems  are 
cntical  to  aviauon  safetv  and  require  quick  and  reliable  dissemination  to  an\/all  users  of  the  NAS 

Description  of  Solution:  System  requirements  must  be  developed  and  defined  to  generate  functional 
specifications  for  a  global  data  repositorv  and  management  system  The  s>stem  provides  for  direct  data 
input  and  validation  bv  field  operations  offices  and  facilities  which  "own"  the  data  The  system  must  be 
fiillv  automated  from  the  data  sources  to  data  deliverv  This  year's  request  will  continue  the  development 
and  integration  of  the  database  and  application  functions  of  the  USNS  and  AIS  into  one  ODMS  A  design 
specification  to  prov  ide  commumcations  hardware  and  software  to  link  the  ODMS  from  the  source  of  data 
to  destination  of  all  aeronautical  data  for  civil,  militarv.  and  international  users  must  be  developed  The 
ODMS  will  be  a  repository  of  all  static  and  operational  data  concerning  the  NAS. 

Benefits:  Collection,  validation,  archiving,  and  distribution  of  NAS  operational  data  eliminates  numerous, 
unconnected  database  management  processes.  Recurring  costs  for  data  generation  and  database 
maintenance  will  be  eliminated  A  single-source,  validated  database  will  enhance  the  system  safety  aspects 
of  available  aeronautical  data  bv  ensuring  single-source,  current,  correct,  and  valid  operational  and 
aeronautical  data 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1 982- 1 993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$  0.0 

4,650.0 

5,000.0 

8.000.0 

$17.6500 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Acti\in  Tasks 


Locations/ 

Quantity 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 


1 .  Harduare 

2.  Software  De^elopment 

3.  Technical  Support 

4.  Soft\«are  and  Sofmare  License 
Total 


Various 


$2.4500 

1.100.0 

6250 

8250 

$5,000.0 
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Child  Care  Facilities 


$4,400,000 


Various 


56-62 


Basis  for  Request:  Authorized  in  1986,  40  U.S.C.  (the  Trible  Amendment)  cleared  the  way  for  construction 
of  child  care  centers.  The  amendment  reflects  Congressional  intent  to  promote  the  morale  and  productivity' 
of  federal  workers  with  resultant  savings  of  tax  dollars  b>  permitting  a  greater  availability  of  child  care 
facilities.  Additionally.  0PM  policy  guidance  encourages  agencies  to  provide  dependent  care  and  other 
initiatives  to  assist  employees  in  balancing  their  work  and  family  needs.  In  response,  over  75  federally- 
sponsored  child  care  centers  ha\e  been  constructed  across  the  countrv. 

Research  data  indicates  that  child  care  program  benefits  outweigh  the  associated  costs  As  a  result,  the 
Department  of  Transportation  fully  support  and  emphasizes  the  establishment  of  child  care  centers  for  the 
children  of  DOT  employees  where  the  need  exjsts  Under  the  leadership  of  the  Administrator,  the  FAA 
continues  to  increase  its  efforts  to  establish  on-site  child  care  centers.  FAA  believes  that  the  provision  of 
child  care  centers  at  locations  where  proven  need  and  employee/management  support  exist  is  vital  to 
fulfilling  the  agency's  mission. 

Description  of  Problem:  Attracting  and  retaining  a  highly  skilled  technical  work  force  is  a  continuous 
challenge  for  the  FAA  Funding  high  quality,  affordable  child  care,  available  dunng  unusual  work  hours,  is 
becoming  increasinglv  difficult  for  employees.  Available  on-site  child  care  greatly  enhances  FAA's  ability 
to  recruit  and  retain  highlv  qualified  employees  in  the  technical  specializations  which  are  required  The 
construction  of  child  care  centers  at  air  route  traffic  control  centers  (ARTCCs)  is  considered  essential 
because  of  the  need  for  FAA  to  not  only  compete  with  the  private  sector  for  highly  qualified  employees  in 
the  shnnking  technical  workforce  but  also  to  compete  to  retain  these  employees  Projections  of  work  force 
demographics  estimate  that  by  the  year  2000,  women  are  expected  to  participate  in  the  labor  force  in  the 
same  percentage  as  men  and  ninety  percent  of  these  women  w\\  be  of  child-bearing  age.  This  will  create  a 
demand  for  child  care  which  the  projected  community  and  private  child  care  facilities  will  not  be  able  to 
handle  This  becomes  especially  critical  for  the  employee  population  in  the  air  traffic  control  and  related 
occupations. 

Description  of  Solution  It  is  anticipated  that  in  order  to  implement  the  DOT  and  FAA  program  initiatives 
and  meet  the  demand  for  on-site  child  care  for  employees  through  the  next  several  years,  it  will  be  necessary 
for  FAA  to  construct  up  to  four  child  care  centers  per  fiscal  year  at  large  and  mid-size  ARTCCs  nationwide 

Benefits:  On-site  child  care  centers  at  ARTCCs  and  the  Technical  center  constructed,  furnished,  and 
maintained  as  necessary  to  provide  for  the  ongoing,  growing  needs  of  employees  will  enhance  the  ability  of 
the  FAA  to  recruit  and  retain  the  highly  specialized  technical  workforce  required  at  these  locations  to 
ensure  the  continued  successfiil.  safe,  and  efficient  operation  of  the  airspace  system  throughout  the  1990s 
and  beyond.  Upon  completion,  the  child  care  centers  are  managed  as  non-profit  corporations  by  Boards  of 
Directors  consisting  of  agency  employees/parents  Tuitions  and  fundraising  efforts  by  the  non-profit 
corporations  pay  for  the  child  care  centers'  staff  and  operational  costs  (exclusive  of  maintenance)  The  FAA 
depends  on  its  employees  to  ensure  the  success  of  its  mission  to  keep  the  nation's  airspace  safe.    Bv 
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contributing  to  an  increase  in  the  capacit>'  and  efficienc>'  of  the  air  traffic  control  sjstem,  this  program  will 
strengthen  transportation's  role  in  supporting  economic  growth. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  (SOOO) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)                                                  ~  $5.189  0 

FY  1994  Appropriated                                                             —  4.845  0 

FY  1995  Request                                                          Various  4,400  0 

Future  Requirement                                                            r:  12.600  0 

Total                                                                                Various  $27.034  0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Activin  Tasks                                                              Ouantit\  ($000) 

ARTCC  Child  Care  Center                                                     4  $4,400  0 
Construction 
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3A07 

FAA  Employee  Housing 

$8,000,000 

Various 

56-54 

Basis  for  Request:  FAA  o\mis  approximately  240  dwelling  units  that  provide  housing  for  FAA  employees 
and  their  families  a;  remote  locations  throughout  the  U.S.  and  overseas  possessions  Employees  occupying 
these  units  provide  air  traffic  control  services  and  national  airspace  system  (NAS)  facilities  maintenance 
services  to  ensure  safe.  efiTicient.  and  expeditious  movement  of  air  traffic  throughout  these  remote  areas 
Adequate  and  reasonably  priced  housing  is  not  commercially  available  for  employees  and  their  families  at 
these  remote  locations 

Description  of  Problem:  In  Alaska,  where  about  90  percent  of  FAA-owned  housing  is  located.  FAA  plans 
to  design  and  continue  construction  of  neu  employee  housing  units  Included  in  these  projects  will  be  the 
replacement  of  water  and  sewage  systems,  electrical  power  plants,  conunuiuty  service  facilities,  new 
Aimiture.  roadwavs.  and  landscaping  The  construction  projects  will  also  include  the  demolition  of  existing 
housing,  some  of  which  are  over  40  years  old  and  contain  varying  amounts  of  a^stos 

Construction  costs  at  remote  areas  in  Alaska  are  significantly  higher  than  compared  to  similar  construction 
projects  in  the  lower  48  states  Many  factors  contribute  to  this  higher  construction  cost  including  the  lack  of 
buildmg  materials  and  skilled  labor  at  remote  locations  and  the  short  construction  season  before  the  onset  of 
inclement  weather 


Description  of  Solution 
families. 


Provide  $8,000,000  to  construct  new  housing  units  for  FAA  employees  and  their 


Benefits:  FAA  is  finding  it  increasingly  difficult  to  fill  vacant  positions  at  remote  locations  due.  in  part,  to 
the  poor  condition  of  employee  housing.  The  replacement  of  old  employee  housing  will  help  FAA  recruit 
and  retain  emplo\ees  which  will  lessen  relocation  costs  incurred  as  a  result  of  high  turnover  rates 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


S  12.000.0 

18.500.0 

8.000.0 

43.7000 

$82.200  0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Actixift  Tasks                                                           Ouantitv  (SOOO) 

Provide  FAA  Housing  Various  $8,000  0 
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1  -fifiw 

U&i 
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CO? 

3A08 

Logistics  Support  Systems  and 
Facilities  (LSSF) 

$5,000,000 

1 

56-37 

Basis  for  Request:  This  is  the  fourth  year  of  a  multiyear  project  to  identiiS  and  pro\ide  support  equipment, 
facilities,  and  automated  systems  directly  required  for  NAS  project  deployment  life-cycle  support  The 
implementation  of  the  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  impacts  the  FAA  Logistics  Center  logistics  support 
functions,  particularly  supply  support 

Description  of  Problem:  The  FAA  Logistics  Center  supports  NAS  equipment,  facilities,  and  systems  thai 
ha\'e  become  obsolete  or  have  significant  deterioration  leading  to  sparing/suppori  problems  in  the  Exchange 
and  Repair  (E&R)  program  In  addition,  the  number  of  spares,  as  a  direct  result  of  CiP  deplo>Tnents.  have 
increased  and  the  technolog>  for  testing  and  quality  control  has  changed  Lack  of  resources  results  in  the 
inability  to  replace  obsolete/deteriorated  unique  depot  test  equipment,  to  provide  an  effective  material 
handling  capability,  and  to  automate  material  management  processes  for  managing  inventories  supporting 
NAS  equipment/systems 

Description  of  Solution  To  provide  responsive  life  cycle  support,  the  FAA  Logistics  Center  needs  to  have 
new  unique  depot  automated  test  equipment  (ATC)/other  test  equipment  for  repair  of  complex  new  NAS 
equipment:  and  to  design.  de\'elop.  and  implemeni  automated  management  processes  for  managing 
inventor.es  supporting  the  NAS  equipment/systems 

Benefits:  Adequate  equipment,  facilities,  spare  pans,  and  automated  s>'Stems  will  enable  the  FAALC  to 
provide  adequate  life  cycle  support  for  NAS  equipment/s\stems.  thus  allowing  the  FAA  to  continue  the 
mission  of  providing  a  safe,  secure  and  efficient  aviation  system 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  ($000) 

$3,500.0 
5,000.0 
5,000.0 


S13.500.0 


'  Continuing  requirement  to  be  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it\-  Tasks  Ouantit\  ($000) 

1 .  Dnelopment  of  automated  management 

processes  for  managing  inventories 

supporting  NAS  equipmenl/s>'stems  —  53,600.0 

2.  Provision  of  new  unique  automatic  test 

equipment/other  test  equipment  needed 
for  repair  of  new  NAS  equipment/ 

SNStems  :^  1.400.0 

Toul  1  $5,0000 
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^<iyFftffiwy 

3A09 

Test  Equipment  -  Maintenance                      $4,000,000 
Support  for  Replacement 

Various 

56-27 

Basis  for  Request  The  installation  of  new  solid-state  facilities  and  equipment  in  the  National  Airspace 
S\siem  has  established  a  requirement  to  replace  the  older  tube-t>pe  equipment  with  more  accurate  and 
stable  test  equipment. 

Description  of  Problem  A  large  percentage  of  the  test  equipment  currently  used  in  equipment  maintenance 
was  designed  to  be  compatible  with  tube-t>pe  technologies  As  more  and  more  of  the  tube-t\pe  equipment 
is  being  replaced  with  solid-state  equipment,  the  abilitj  of  the  older  tube-t>-pe  test  equipment  is  being 
exceeded  The  newer  equipment  requires  more  precision  and  accurac>'  in  verifying  proper  operation  and 
must  also  be  compatible  uith  equipment  in  a  remote  maintenance  enMronment 

Description  of  Solution:  Proxide  $4,000,000  to  upgrade  the  test  equipment  used  in  the  maintenance  of  the 
National  Airspace  System. 

Benefits  Replacement  reduces  high  maintenance  and  repair  costs  associated  with  the  older  test  equipment, 
the  new  test  equipment  is  more  accurate  and  stable;  test  equipment  on-line  availability  time  would  increase; 
and  new  equipment  supph  support  is  commercially  available  off-the-shelf  This  program  provides  support 
to  multiple  programs  and  contnbuies  to  achieung  all  five  adimnistration  themes 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnaled 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  (SOOOi 

$33,897.0 
9.0000 
4.000.0 


Various 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


$46,897.0 


Actixin  Tasks 

Centrally  Procured  Equipment 


Locations/ 
Quantitx 

Various 


Estimated  Cost 
$4,000.0 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis. 
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me-- 


3A10 


W&- 


Radio  Frequency  Interference  (RFI) 
Vans 


EejaaS' 


$2,300,000 


yfflfeffly 


Various 


46-16 


Basis  for  Request  The  demand  for  frequencies  in  the  electromagnetic  spectrum  continues  to  increase  as 
existing  facilities  are  expanded  and  new  s>'stems  are  introduced  into  the  national  airspace  s>'stem  (NAS) 
With  this  growth  comes  crowding  and  its  attendant  radio  frequenc>  interference  (RFI)  Effective 
management  of  the  radio  spectrum,  which  more  and  more  includes  resolution  of  interference  problems,  is 
essential  to  the  successful  operation  of  the  NAS. 

Descnption  of  Problem:  The  growth  of  radio  spectrum  use  by  go\emment  and  non-government  entities 
contributes  to  the  amount  of  RFI  experienced  on  a  daily  basis  to  commissioned  NAS  facilities,  and  impacts 
the  commissiomng  of  new  NAS  facilities  Our  methods  and  efficiency  of  RFI  investigation  need  to  keep 
pace  with  the  growing  NAS  system  At  present,  regional  spectrum  management  officers  (SMO)  use 
nonstandard  and  in  many  cases  old  inferior  test  equipment  in  vanous  ad  hoc  trucks  to  track  down  RFI. 

Description  of  Solution  This  project  will  provide  funds  for  the  purchase  of  four  of  the  1 1  required  \ans 
with  test/analysis  equipment. 

Benefiis:  The  major  benefit  is  that  of  providing  the  regions  with  the  necessary  RFI  vans,  and  the  training  in 
their  use.  toward  that  goal  of  achie\ini  efficient,  independent  identification  of  the  source  of  interference 
problems 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropnated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 
Various 


Various 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activity  Tasks 

Centrally  Procured  Senices 


Locations/ 
Ouantirv 

Various 


$2.4000 
2,0000 
2.300.0 
1. 000  0 

$7,7000 


Estimated  Cost 

($000) 


$2,300.0 
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3A11 

Integrated  Flight  Quality  Assurance 

$2,500,000 

Various 

66-21 

Basis  for  Request:  Modem  digital  aircraft  can  continuous!)  record  detailed  data  which  could  pro\ide  an 
audit  trail  for  all  phases  of  flight,  from  pushback  at  departure  to  docking  on  arrival.  Because  this 
information  would  be  an  accurate  measure  of  aircraft  performance  within  the  NAS.  it  could  pro\ide  a 
potentially  in\'aluable  tool  for  quality  management  by  both  airlines  and  the  FAA.  whether  the  focus  were  on 
flight  operations  surveillance,  aircrew  performance,  or  air  worthiness  This  project  will  provide  the  airline 
industry  and  FAA  with  the  hardware  and  software  capability  to  realize  this  potential. 

Description  of  Problem  The  FAR  mandated  capabilities  of  crash  survivable  flight  recorders  are  tailored  to 
post  accident/incident  investigation  needs,  and  should  remain  so  Available  technology  for  non<rash 
survixable  recorders,  howexer.  could  support  orders-of-magnitude  greater  on-board  data  acquisition,  which 
could  be  used  for  the  abo\'e<ited  purposes  Even  if  such  technology  were  installed  in  aircraft,  however, 
effective  use  of  the  information  could  not  occur  unless  airlines  and  the  FAA  implemented  associated  data 
downloadmg.  analysis,  interpretation,  and  reporting  capabilities  (i.e..  the  requisite  hardware  and  software  to 
accomplish  those  functions)  No  such  hardware  and  software  capabilities  presently  exist  in  the  U.S..  In 
addition,  in  view  of  the  present  economic  situation  within  the  airline  industry,  near  term  development  of 
such  capabilities  is  unlikeh  without  FAA  leadership 

Descnption  of  Solution:  In  cooperation  with  the  airline  industry  and  aircraft  manufacturers,  technological 
alternatives  for  airborne  digital  data  recording  equipment,  including  consideration  of  hardware  which 
would  be  required  to  support  immediate  on-board  analysis,  will  be  installed  and  evaluated  in  a 
representative  sample  of  modem  technology  aircraft  Evaluation  of  on-board  equipment  will  address  both 
functional  issues  and  the  cost-benefits  associated  with  aliemaiive  hardware  configurations  An  analysis  of 
appropriate  parameters  and  sampling  frequencies  to  meet  the  above  cited  needs  will  be  conducted  The 
software  which  would  be  required  to  support  both  airborne  and  ground  based  automated  analysis  of 
voluminous  digital  data  will  be  developed,  installed,  evaluated,  reflned.  and  validated  Concomitantly,  the 
hardware  and  software  necessary  to  support  access  and  timely  use  of  this  information  at  FAA  fleld  locations 
responsible  for  specific  air  carrier  surveillance,  as  well  as  at  FAA  headquarters  for  global  trend  analysis 
purposes,  will  be  developed,  evaluated,  refined,  and  implemented. 

Benefits:  This  project  will  provide  the  airlines  and  the  FAA  with  a  measurement  tool  to  assess  the 
effectiveness  of  quality  management  initiatives  in  both  industry  and  government  targeted  at  ma?dmally 
efficient  flight  operations   This  program  will  suppon  the  safety  of  our  transportation  system 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 

Various 

$      0.0 

0.0 

2,500.0 

16.200.0 

$18,700.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

Actix  i^  Tasks 

Ouantitv 

($000) 

Protot>pe  Evaluation 

Various 

$2,500.0 
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3A12 

Safety  Performance  Analysis  System 
(SPAS) 

$7,400,000 

Various 

56-68 

Basis  for  Request:  To  impro\e  inspection,  surveillance,  and  related  activities  through  the  implementation 
of  the  program  currentJy  undergoing  design.  This  system  will  integrate  and  ana]>-ze  information  currently 
within  other  data  bases  including  but  not  limited  to  the  aviation  safet>  analysis  s>'Stem  (ASAS)  and  uill 
provide  assistance  to  inspectors,  supervisors,  and  managers  to  target  the  areas  of  highest  importance 

Description  of  Problem:  The  FAA  has  more  than  25  data  bases  with  different  data  structures  and  protocols 
containing  information  on  thousands  of  operators,  air  agencies,  aircraft  and  air  personnel  These  data  bases 
are  not  integrated  and  the  information  caimot  be  analyzed  in  any  automated  fashion  As  such,  the  FAA 
does  not  have  the  capabilitv  to  use  the  data  to  target  the  areas  of  highest  risk  or  priority  or  to  validate  the 
national  work  program  One  of  the  major  functions  of  tlie  safetv  inspector  is  to  "prevent"  safet>  problems 
In  order  to  that,  s/he  must  have  access  to  svnthesized  information  that  reflects  potential  problem  areas  in  a 
timely  fashion  The  SPAS  svstem  is  being  designed  with  Research.  Engineering  and  Development  funds 
and  will  be  readv  for  transition  into  Facilities  and  Equipment  in  FY  1995.  Currently  there  is  no  dependable 
way  to  deliver  this  solution  to  the  flight  inspector  field  offices  in  a  timely  and  dependable  fashion  Each 
data  base  query  is  independent  and  requires  from  3-20  minutes  depending  on  comple\it>  and  line  traffic. 
Some  queries  take  in  e.vcess  of  two  hours  A  SPAS  support  svstem  is  required  consisting  of  hardware, 
software,  interfaces,  and  telecommunication  interfaces. 

Description  of  Solution:  The  SPAS  svstem  reflects  information  back  to  inspectors  in  terms  of  safetv 
performance  indicators  which  provide  a  means  to  integrate  and  analvze  information  from  vanous  sources 
We  anticipate  a  five  second  turnaround  time  for  SPAS  to  deliver  this  solution  Currentlv  a  client  server 
archiiectiue.  super  micro  computers  to  calculate  the  SPAS  algorithms,  servers,  and  a  distributed  wide-area 
network  is  under  evaluation  as  well  as  other  potential  solutions  This  cost-effective  solution  will  utilize 
commercial  off  the  shelf  products  and  of)en  architecture  standards 

Benefits:  Once  SPAS  is  implemented.  FAA  inspectors,  supervisors,  or  managers  will  be  able  to  access 
integrated  information  in  a  timeh  fashion  and  can  assure  that  we  are  rel>ing  on  analvsis  to  employ  our 
inspectors  in  the  areas  they  are  most  needed,  rather  than  on  non-standard  intuition  We  will  be  able  to 
analyze  and  use  the  large  and  growing  amount  of  information  coming  in  daily  from  throughout  the  world 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

SO.O 

00 

7.400.0 

6.4000 

$13,800.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it\  Tasks  Quantity  ($000) 

System  Design.  Development,  and 

Implementation  Various  $7,400.0 
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OP 

3A13 

Performance  Enhancement  Systems 
(PENS) 

$2,543,000 

.  — 1 

Various 

56-72 

Basis  for  Request  To  provide  aviation  safet>  inspectors  (ASI)  with  sulTicient  resources  to  oversee  aviation 
standards,  thus  ensuring  a  consistently  high  level  of  compliance  with  aviation  safety  requirements 

In  surveillance  of  the  industry,  the  inspectors  require  the  capability  to  identify  and  track  potential  and  actual 
violations  of  safety  standards,  efficiently  and  expeditiously .  Inspectors  specifically  require  the  capabilities 
to: 

•  Data  Access  -  directly  access  air  operator  technical  and  safety  data,  while  v\orking  in  a  variety 
of  field  environments; 

•  Data  Collection  -  collect  and  store  data  from  the  field; 

•  Data  Analvsis  -  analyze  the  combined  data.  vMth  cross  references  to  regulauons  and  internal 
guidance;  and 

•  On-site  Decision  making  -  make  on-site  decisions  based  on  the  combined  information 

Description  of  Problem:  The  ASI  must  access  large  FAA  and  industry  databases  for  analysis,  research,  and 
reference.  The  manual  methods  currently  provided  for  interface  v\ith  those  databases  are  not  sufficient  to 
meet  the  growing  needs  of  the  insf>ector.  Surveillance,  certificate  management,  and  safety  related 
information  cannot  now  be  uniformlv  retrieved,  analyzed,  and  synthesized  in  an  efficient  and  expeditious 
maimer  for  real-time  use  bv  the  field  inspectors. 

Current  methods  for  accessing  data  from  the  field  are  severely  consuained  by  limited  telecommunications 
and  non-integrated  databases  with  inconsistent  data  formats  and  no  cross  reference  ability  Field  data 
collection  is  not  supported  bv  any  tools,  and  data  entry  is  not  currently  possible  from  the  field  Analysis  of 
the  collective  data  is  not  supported  bv  any  tools,  either  in  the  field  or  in  the  office  Decision-making  in  the 
field  is  subsequently  not  supported  by  complete  data  and  analysis  and  may  be  subject  to  errors  of  omission 

Description  of  Solution:  The  capability  plaiuied  to  meet  this  need  will  apply  advanced  technology  in  the 
form  of  hardware  and  software  sy  stems  to  support  flight  standards  personnel  in  the  collection  and  analysis 
of  aviation  industrv  data  and  as  information  managers  The  inspectors  will  be  provided  with  a  filed  system 
that  will  allow  them  to  access  central  databases,  collect  and  store  field  data,  synthesize  and  analyze  the 
collective  data,  cross  reference  regulations  and  internal  guidance,  and  subsequentlv  make  more  accurate 
decisions  firom  the  field  in  real-time. 

Benefits:  Specific  benefits  of  the  system  include  (I)  data  access  provided  to  central  FAA  and  industry 
databases  as  well  as  regulations  and  handbooks  in  electronic  form  on  a  real-time  basis  while  in  the  field,  (2) 
collected  data  provided  to  FAA  and  industry  databases  on  a  real-time  basis  while  in  the  field    This  would 
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eliminate  redundant  data  recording  and  entr>-  operations  The  uanscriplion  step  prox-ided  by  contractors 
will  be  eliminated,  resulting  in  a  savings  of  100  man  years  annually  (50%  improvement)  and  $3,000,000 
per  year  in  contract  costs;  (3)  allows  analysis  of  combined  data,  including  cross  reference  regulations  and 
guidance,  on  a  real-time  basis  in  the  field.  Hypermedia  regulations  and  handbooks  are  compact  and  easy  to 
search  It  takes  less  than  five  minutes  to  use  PENS  to  research  regulatory  questions  that  took  two  to  three 
days  to  research  manually,  resulting  in  a  99.9%  reduction  in  the  lime  previously  required.  Eliminates  25% 
of  redundant  data  entries  when  completing  multiple  forms.  Approximately  100  man-years  are  lost  annuallv 
due  to  data  correction  PENS  would  reduce  data  correction  errors  by  90%;  (4)  more  accurate  and  timely 
decision  making  is  possible  on-site  Reporu  and  letters  can  be  issued  in  the  field;  for  example,  notification 
or  certificate  demal  can  be  given  at  the  time  of  test,  and  can  be  based  on  solid  analysis,  not  intuition  Polic> 
or  guidance  changes  made  in  headquarters  can  be  in  the  hands  of  the  inspectors  the  next  day,  rather  than 
within  months 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
F>'  1994  Appropriated 
F>'  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


i         0.0 
0.0 

2,5430 

5,557.0 

$8,100  0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  niNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Actixm  Tasks  Quanljlv  iiSQQ] 

Hardware/Sofhvare/System  Design/implementation        Various  $2,543  0 
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Wf'     ■                                      , 

ga^l;  ■.;;.:  :■:■,„ 

.;.. ;  kaSlsBsS^'^-:::^^;^^ 

3A14 

Aviation  Safety  Advanced  Analysis 
Program  (ASAAP)  (formerly  National 
Aviation  Safety  Data  Center) 

$4,000,000 

1 

56-52 

Basis  for  Request:  A  priman  mission  of  the  FAA  is  to  perform  integrated  safety  analyses  and  studies  which 
combine  the  expertise  of  staff  specialists  from  FAA  program  ser\ices  (air  traffic,  ainvay  facilities,  flight 
standards,  airports,  and  aircraft  certification)  with  the  expertise  of  staff  specialists  in  quantitative  analysis 
and  information  s>'siems.  In  order  to  fiilfill  this  mission,  FAA  requires  access  to  high  qualit>'  safet> 
information/data  resources  and  advanced  anahtical  tools.  The  aviation  safetv  advanced  analysis  program 
(ASAAP)  will  proNide  FAA  with  these  resources  and  tools  through  the  application  of  automation 
technologv  and  rigorous  data  management  procedures.  ASAAP  is  an  over-arching  computer  analysis 
svsiem  which  will  integrate  data  from  regulatorv'  ASAS  databases  and  from  air  traffic,  airport,  airway 
facilities,  and  other  governmental  data  sources  for  safet>'  research. 

Description  of  Problem:  Snidies  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO).  OTA  and  the  National 
Transportation  Safet>  Board  (NTSB)  have  been  critical  of  the  FAA's  overall  capabilit>  to  perform  safet> 
analysis  and  manage  safetv  information.  They  ha\'e  concluded  that  the  information  systems  and  anal>tical 
methodologies  currentK  employed  by  the  FAA  to  analyze  and  monitor  safet>  performance  of  the  NAS  are 
antiquated  and  inefficient,  cumbersome  and  difficult  to  use.  require  repetitious  duplication  of  effort,  and 
produce  reports  which  often  are  not  timely  and  of  questionable  validitv. 

Description  of  Solution  The  objecii\e  of  the  ASAAP  is  to  unlock  potential  for  enhanced  aviation  safet>  b> 
emplo>ing  automation  technolog>  and  rigorous  data  management  procedures  to  significantly  increase  the 
FAA's  return  on  current  and  future  investments  in  safet>  information  systems  This  will  be  accomplished 
by  simplifying  complicated  and  difficult  access  procedures,  strengthening  questionable  data  integrii>. 
enabling  analysis  to  be  conducted  on  an  integrated  basis  across  multiple  databases,  and  coupling  the  power 
of  advanced  automation  and  analvtical  tools  with  the  expertise  of  FAA  analysts  and  managers. 

Benefits:  This  program  will  significantly  enhance  safetv'  analysis  and  monitoring  capabilities 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations  Amount  (SOOO) 

Appropriated  (FY  1 982- 1 993 )  — 

FY  1994  Appropriated  — 

F^'  1995  Request  I 

Future  Requirement  r: 

Total  Various 


S      0.0 

2.000.0 

4.0000 

U. 000.0 

$17,000.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  RF  FUTvTOF.D  THIS  VFAR 

.„..    „  T   u  Locations/                                   Estimated  Cost 

^gf^'"^  Tasks  Ouantirs  (^ppQ^ 

1  Access  to  Information  _.  j  ,_,  . 

2  Data  Qualm/Admimstration                                            „ .„  „ 

3  Program  Support  _.  ^^^ 
3.     Software/Hardware  Integration  1  ,  -nan 
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in^- 

■   Bams**            i-fia^ssHT- 

3A15 

Airport  Datum  Monument  Program 

$1,500,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  Accurate  position  reference  data  is  essential  to  the  operation  of  automated  navigation 
and  air  traffic  control  (ATC)  systems.  In  turn,  navigational/ ATC  s>'stems  have  created  an  urgent  need  for 
additional  and  more  accurate  position  data. 

Description  of  Problem:  Basic  data  is  derived  from  the  airport  obstruction  survey  program  conducted  by  the 
National  Oceanic  Senice  (NOS)  These  extremely  accurate  data  is  tied  to  the  North  America  Datum 
(NAD)  s>siem  and  is  used  to  form  the  mauix  for  the  positioning  of  all  data  with  the  ATC  s>stem  and  on 
aeronautical  charts  In  1985,  accurate  survey  data  was  available  for  only  7.^3  of  2.500  airporu  that  require 
this  data  -  those  airports  with  instrument  approach  procedures  Future  LORAN  C  and  global  positioning 
SN'stem  (GPS)  candidate  airports  will  also  require  accurate  position  data  in  order  to  construct  instrument 
approach  procedures  There  are  approximately  1,000  additional  airports  that  are  candidates  for  the  LORAN 
C  and  GPS  program 

Description  of  Solution:  Pro\ide  $1,500,000  to  establish  survey  monuments  at  300  airports  per  year.  The 
program,  begun  in  F\'  1985  and  continuing  through  FY  1995  ill  establish  survey  monuments  on  each  of 
'ipproximatelv  1 .700  airports,  thus  t> ing  them  to  the  NAD  s>stem  After  completing  the  surve>s  from  the 
1.700  airports  with  non-precision  instrument  approach  procedures,  the  program  will  continue  to  include 
sur\eys  for  LORAN  C  and  GPS  candidate  airports 

Benefits:  (1)  Will  provide  greatly  impro\ed  accurac>'  for  3,500  airports  to  meet  requirements  and  tie  these 
airports  into  NAD  (2)  Will  directlv  support  instrument  approach  procedures  automation  program  and 
procedures  into  NAD.  (3)  Will  directly  support  a  new  airborne  na\igation  s>'stem,  such  as  inertial 
navigation.  GPS.  and  flight  management  s>stems  (4)  Will  pro\ide  improved  accuracj  for  controller  chart 
supplement  used  for  ATC  adaption  data. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Locations 

2,090 
300 
300 

Various 


Amount  (SOOO) 

S  12,032.9 
1,500.0 
1,500.0 


$15,032.9 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 
Ai;ti\it\  Tasks                                                             Ouaiitit> 

Precision  Sunev  Monument  Establishment                           300 

Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$1,500.0 
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TiSs- 

aaBttf^- 

ystimr- 

OF 

3B01 

Computer  Based  Instruction  (CBI)  - 
Expand/Improve 

$4,500,000 

Various 

56-02 

Basis  for  Request:  Computer  Based  Instruction  (CBI)  and  Telelraining  are  recognized  as  effective  and 
efficient  training  media.  deli\'ering  a  maximum  amount  of  training  in  minimum  time.  CBI/Teletraining 
reduces  the  requirements  for  instructional  services  and  for  travel  to  a  central  location  for  traditional 
lecture/laboraton  -t>pe  training  These  training  media  enable  the  deli\er\  of  standardized  training,  tailored 
to  the  needs  of  the  indi\idual  being  trained  Students  can  opt  to  test  through  portions  of  a  course  in  which 
the\  are  alread\  proficient,  thus  reducing  dut>  time  lost  to  traimng.  Both  CBI  and  Teletraining  uill  proude 
the  FAA  with  state-of-the-art  qualit>  training  Telelraining.  which  also  offers  cost  savings  in  the  deliverv  of 
courses,  is  now  using  existing  resources  a\'ailable  m  the  go\emment  to  conduct  teletraining  pilot  courses 
and  to  track  cost-effectiveness. 

Description  of  Problem  Present  training  is  cosil>  in  per  diem  and  travel  expenses  The  FAA  needs  cost- 
effective,  performance-based  traimng  that  will  meet  techmcal  training  requirements  With  the  introduction 
of  new  s>  stems  to  the  NAS.  FA.^  personnel  require  both  transition,  initial,  and  refresher  training 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $4,500,000  for  CBI  learning  stations  with  CD  ROM.  courseware 
development,  and  local  area  n<.lv\orks  to: 

1.  Reduce  training  travel  costs. 

2.  Improx  e  effectiveness  of  traimng  deliverv . 

3.  Provide  f1e.\ibilit>  in  scheduling  training 

4.  Provide  standardized  on-site  deliverv  of  technical  training 

5.  Decrease  time  spent  awav  from  the  worksite 

Benefits:  Computer  Based  Instruction  and  Teletraining  will  meet  the  FAA's  current  and  future  needs  by 
training  the  technical  workforce  through  standardized  courseware,  reducing  training  travel  costs,  and 
improving  training  efficiency.  It  will  also  provide  flexibility  in  scheduling  training  by  allowing  greater 
local  management  control  of  training  The  major  cost  savings  are  in  student  and  instructor  time  costs, 
student  and  instructor  travel,  student  per  diem  and  student  overtime. 
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APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$32,765.0 
4,1000 
4,5000 


$41,365.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


AdiMtv  Tasks 

1 .  Procure  CBl  Hardw  are  (full 

feature  OATS  platforms) 

2.  Courseware  Conversion  and  Development 

(New  Courses  Developed) 

3.  Teletraining  (Equipmeni  acquisition 

installation,  communications) 
Total 


Locations/ 
Quantify 

200 

10 


210 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$3.0000 

1.000.0 

5000 


$4,500.0 


Fumre  requirements  v»ill  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
vear  basis. 
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8sut(«« 

mt:- 

fisaw!* 

fMfi^S£i 

OP 

3B02 

Aeronautical  Center  Training  and 
Support  Facilities 

$13,900,000 

1 

56-30 

Basis  for  Request:  The  FAA  Academy  provides  training  for  all  electronic  systems  currently  in  the  FAA 
inventor. .  The  FAA  Logistics  Center  provides  repair  support  of  NAS  programs  %ia  contract  and  in-house 
repair  and  suppl>  support  of  hundreds  of  programs  supporting  air  traffic  safety.  The  National  Field 
Engineering  Support  Di\ision  provides  second  level  engineering  support  for  assigned  facilities  in  the 
National  Airspace  S\stem  (NAS)  The  addition  of  new  NAS  Plan  and  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP) 
equipment  to  the  FAA's  in\entor>  has  recentl>  coupled  with  a  significant  student  workload  This 
combination  is  causing  the  capacity  of  the  FAA  Academy.  Logistics  Center,  and  Engineering  Support 
Division  phvsical  plants  to  be  exceeded  The  need  for  additional  physical  plant  space  results  in  a 
corresponding  need  for  related  infrastructure,  such  as  roads,  sewers,  and  water  lines 

Descnption  of  Problem:  Much  of  the  current  training  is  being  conducted  in  portable  and  temporary 
structures  scattered  across  the  FAA  Academv  campus,  and  in  some  cases,  in  buildings  that  do  not  meet 
current  building  codes  Man>  of  these  individual  buildings  were  not  constructed  to  accept  and  protect 
todav's  modem  air  navigation  equipment,  nor  are  they  suitable  classrooms  or  laboratories  for  the  conduct  of 
training  Current  facilities  are  in  the  proximity  of  Will  Rogers  World  Airport  and  can  cause  interference 
with  existing  airport  equipment  Also,  space  utilization  for  logistics  support  is  currently  at  a  maximum 
New  svstem  implementation  with  inadequate  instruction  or  supply/support  facilities  will  result  in  field 
personnel  unable  to  operate  and/or  maintain  systems 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $13,900,000  to  fimd  the  planning/construction  of  complexes  and  related 
infrastructure  at  the  Aeronautical  Center  to  replace  antiquated,  obsolete  facilities  and  accommodate  new 
systems  The  fiinding  will  provide  for  completion  of  GNAS  and  ILS/MLS  training  complexes,  planning  for 
additional  Logistics  Center  space,  and  necessary  related  infrastructure 

Benefits:  Training  and  supply/support  capabilities  for  new  equipment  would  be  greatly  enhanced 
Permanent  facilities  for  the  new  generation  of  equipment  would  be  available  to  support  the  training  and 
supply/support  requirements  set  forth  in,  or  pursuant  to  implementation  of,  the  NAS  Plan  and  the  CIP.  As 
this  program  provides  broad  based  support  to  multiple  programs,  it  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major 
administration  themes. 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 
Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


$    7,6000 

6,600.0 

13.900.0 

110,500.0 

$138,600.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\  i^  Tasks                                                                Quantirv  ($000 ) 

1.     Infrastmcture                                                                   —  $4,900.0 

2  GNAS  Training  Complex                                                —  3,900  0 

3  ILS/MLS  Training  Complex                                       ---  5  iqq  q 

Total                                                                              Various  $13,900.0 


I 
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TMtr 

tx^a^ 

rteafrt 

3B03 

National  Airspace  System  (NAS) 
Training  Facilities 

$6,000,000 

Various 

56-35 

Basis  for  Request:  To  meet  the  needs  of  NAS  technical  and  management  training,  the  FAA  Academy  and 
Center  for  Management  Development  are  in  need  of  improved  communications  capabilities.  AdditionalU. 
the  FAA  Academy  has  a  need  for  simulation  training  devices  and  upgraded  instructor  staff  work  areas  and 
classrooms 

Description  of  Problem  As  new  NAS  equipment  is  introduced  in  FAA  facilities,  the  FAA  must  keep  pace 
with  training  by  acquinng  and  installing  the  same  equipment,  or  high  technology  simulators  at  the  FAA 
Academ\  The  FAA  Academv  and  the  Center  for  Management  Development  must  be  prepared  to 
accommodate  the  necessary  resulting  changes  in  training  programs  New  system  traimng  demands  will 
require  enhanced  automation  of  information  management  and  improvements  in  other  support  fiinctions. 
such  as  communications 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $6,000,000  to  fund  the  acquisition  and  installation  of  necessary  simulation 
and  communication  de\ices.  as  well  as  classroom  and  work  area  improxements  Communication  de\ices 
will  be  installed  both  at  the  FAA  Academ\  and  the  Center  for  Management  Developm:nt  Simulation 
devices  and  classroom/work  area  improvements  will  be  implemented  at  the  FAA  Academy 

Benefits:  National  Airspace  System  technical  and  management  traimng  capabilities  for  new  equipment  will 
be  greatl>  enhanced  Instructors  will  be  able  to  more  eCficientlv  rexise  and  produce  lesson  plans,  laboratorv 
exercises,  and  other  instructional  essentials  Students  will  be  taught  most  eCficiently  and  effectively  by 
utilizing  the  most  realistic  learning  environment  possible. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


Amount  fSOOO) 

S     0.0 

6.1000 
6.000.0 
57.300.0    ' 
S69,400.0 


'  Continued  requirements  are  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  VFAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

AcUMh  Tasks                                                              Ouantit>  ($ooo) 

1  Auion\ation  &  Technolog>-  Procurement 

Interactive  Instructional  Deliver\' 

System/Part-Task  Training  Devices                            1  $  2  400  0 

2  AF  Training  Technolog)  Procurement                                1  3[40o  q 

3  Advanced  Technology  Classrooms                                    1  200  0 
^°^^                                                                                        1  $6,000.0 


r 
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i?flf.--                                           ^mm-- 

}fmif.» 

4A01 

System  Engineering  and  Development         $95,200,000 
Support 

Various 

26-13,36-13 

Basis  for  Request:  The  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  specifies  the  need  for  a  total  system  approach  to 
modernizing  the  National  Ajrspace  System  (NAS)  This  effort  will  accommodate  future  demands  and 
technolog).  improve  \ital  safet>-  services,  and  increase  producti\it> ,  while  reducing  operating  costs 

Description  of  Problem:  The-servjces  of  s>sterns  engineering,  s>stems  integration,  and  management  support 
contractors  are  required  10  assist  wiih  implementation  of  the  operational  equipment,  computer  programs, 
procedures  documentatidn.  and  activities  in  supporvo/'^he  QP  goals. 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $95,200,000  to  procure  necessary  professional  and  technical  expertise  in 
support  of  the  CIP  implementation  This  support  covers  problem  definition  and  functional  analysis  through 
system  design,  equipment  specification,  configuration  management,  research  and  development  in 
communications,  navigation,  landing.  suA'eillance,  automation,  technology,  preparation  of  procurement 
documentation,  performance  validation,  transition  plaiming.  and  system  acceptance  and  certification 

Benefits  Provides  technical  and  management  support  to  FAA  project/program  managers  for  the  efficient 
and  timely  ^plementation  of  the  Capital  Investment  Plan  Provides  ATC  system  expertise  in  specific  areas 
of  endeavor  on  an  as-required  basis 

/ 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FV'  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


$  876,598  0 

110,000  0 

95,2000 

576,100  0 

$1,657,898.0 


'  Includes  follov\-on  SETA  requirements. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 

Acti\it\  Tasks  Quaiiut\  (SOOO) 

1 .  System  Engineering  Technical  Assistance  Prime 

Contractor  and  Support  Contractor  and 

SerMces  —  $40,700.0 

2.  ATC  S\stem  Development  Contractor 

(eg.,  MITRE)  —  36,400.0 

3.  System  Engineering  Support  Contractors  (Small 

Business.  8A.  etc.)  •-  18.1000 

Total  Various  $95,200.0 
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4A02 

Logistics  Support  Services  (LSS) 

$8,000,000 

Various 

36-24,26-16 

Basis  for  Request:  There  is  a  large  surge  in  matenel  management,  real  property  and  contracting  workloads 
associated  with  the  peak  period  of  the  National  Airspace  System  modernization  effort. 

Description  of  Problem:  The  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  will  generate  a  peak  workload  for  regional 
logistics  divisions  over  the  period  FY  1988  through  FY  1998  in  contracting,  materiel  management,  and  real 
property  acquisition  and  management. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $8,000,000  to  ensure  that  adequate  real  property  acquisition,  materiel 
management,  and  contracting  are  available  for  the  various  projects  in  direct  support  of  the  CIP.  These 
requirements  represent  a  temporary  surge  in  activity  and  fimds  are  required  to  contract  for  assistance  rather 
than  to  recruit  and  then  terminate  federal  employees  oxer  relatively  short  periods  of  time. 

Benefits:  Adequate  real  property  acquisition,  materiel  management  support,  and  contract  administration 
will  help  reduce  delays  in  the  installation  of  new  NAS  Plan  and  CIP  projects.  This  program  provides 
support  to  multiple  programs  and  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major  administration  themes. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  ($000) 

$  36,992.2 

12,000.0 

8,000.0 

72.000.0 

$128,992.2 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activity  Tasks 

Real  Estate  Acquisition, 

Materiel  Management  and 
Contract  Administration 


Locations/ 
Quantity' 


Various 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 


$8,000.0 


I 
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4A03 

Mike  Monroney  Aeronautical  Center  - 
Lease 

$14,800,000 

1 

56-33 

Basis  for  Request:  The  Mike  Monroney  Aeronautical  Center  provides  centralized  training,  logistical,  and 
services  support  for  the  agenc>'  Primary  facilities  include  the  FAA  Academy  for  centralized  training  and 
the  FAA  Logistics  Center  for  warehousing  equipment  and  materials,  centralized  repair,  and  facilities  for 
administratiN'e  and  other  support  services. 

Descnption  of  Problem:  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  and  the  Oklahoma  Cit\  Airport  Trust 
(OCAT)  have  renewed  a  formal  lease  agreement  through  April  30,  2012,  whereby  the  FAA  leases  buildings 
and  land  comprising  the  Aeronautical  Center. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $14,800,000  for  the  Aeronautical  Center  lease  for  FY  1995. 

Benefits:  Continued  leasing  of  the  Aeronautical  Center  facilities  provides  a  centrally  located  warehousing 
and  staging  facilitv  for  agencv  project  work  throughout  the  countrv  and  provides  essential  training  facilities 
This  program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  administration  themes. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  (SOOO) 


Appropriated  (F\'  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


$  53,654.2 
13,200.0 
14,800.0 
100.1458     ' 

$181,800.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  VTAR 


Activin  Tasks 

Aeronautical  Center  Lease  Payment 


Locations/ 
Quantit^^ 

1 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$14,800.0 


'  Through  F^'  2012,  there  is  an  estimated  contingent  liabilit>  of  $91,885,000  (present  value)  associated 
with  the  FAA's  long-term  leases  of  facilities  for  the  Mike  Monroney  Aeronautical  Center,  Oklahoma  Cit>-. 
Oklahoma. 
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4A04 

In-Plant  NAS  Contract  Support 
Services 

$5,700,000 

Various 

36-23 

Basis  for  Request:  Due  to  the  magnitude,  nature,  and  complexity  of  the  capital  investment  plan  (CIP). 
additional  support  is  and  yr\\  be  needed  to  manage  contracts  effectively  and  efficiently. 

Description  of  Problem:  Representation  is  needed  on-site  at  FAA  s>'Stems  contractor  and  support 
contractor  facilities  to  assist  in  the  re\iew  and  management  of  designated  major  systems  acquisitions,  as  set 
forth  in  DOT  order  4200. 14C  The  size  of  the  contracting  staff  is  inadequate  and  cannot  provide  an  in- 
plani  presence  for  timely  contract  administration  services  and  production  surveillance  support. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $5,700,000  to  continue  resident  contract  liaison  offices  (CLO's)  at 
designated  contractor  facilities  to  provide  an  in-plant  contract  liaison  and  production  surveillance  capabilitv 
for  the  FAA. 

This  contractor  support  will  assist  the  FAA  in  momtoring  progress,  compliance,  and  problems  of  major 
contracts;  review  requests  for  progress  pavments;  review  proposed  subcontracts  for  FAA  contracting  officer 
consent;  ensure  submission  of  required  reports;  prov  ide  an  independent  assessment  of  contractor  production 
status  and' proposed  workaround  plans;  reviev\  and  evaluate  contractor's  proposals,  and  provide  an 
assessment  to  assist  the  contracting  officer  in  negotiations;  and  assist  in  the  evaluation  of  claims. 

Benefits:  The  FAA  will  receive  timely  and  responsive  production  suneillance  and  contract  administration 
support  services  for  designated  CEP  svstem  contracts.  This  will  lead  to  a)  improved  coordination  and 
communication  between  the  FAA  and  CIP  svstem  contractor,  b)  more  operative  assistance  to  FAA  during 
the  award  process  of  critical  CIP  contracts,  c)  more  thorough  analysis  of  CIP  svstems  contractor  production 
plans  and  proposals,  d)  reduced  contract  related  processing  time,  and  e)  improved  management  of  the 
contract  administration  process  As  this  program  provides  broad  based  support  to  multiple  programs,  it 
contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major  administration  themes 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000> 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


$11,864  3 

5,400.0 

5,700.0 

52.935.7 

$75,900.0 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Acti\in  Tasks                                                             Quantits:  ($000} 

Contract  Support  Senices  Various  $5,700,0 
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4A05 

Transition  Engineering  Support 

$52,000,000 

Various 

56-47 

Basis  for  Request:  FAA  must  ensure  that  equipment  and  systems  being  delivered  by  the  acquisition  process 
continue  to  transition  into  the  operational  environment  as  smoothly  as  f)ossible  The  emphasis  for  this 
planning  must  be  placed  upon  engineenng.  of)erational  procedures,  human  resource  planning,  staffing, 
training,  logistic  support,  and  other  programmatic  requirements. 

Description  of  Problem:  To  achieve  successfiil  national  airspace  system  (NAS)  implementation,  technical 
system  transition  plans,  which  are  facility  specific,  must  be  regionally  developed  for  each  project. 
Identifying,  coordinating,  and  resolving  significant  NAS  integration  issues  must  be  continued,  transition 
engineenng  studies  and  assessments  must  be  continued,  and  NAS  schedule  assessments,  interrelationships, 
and  program  impacts  must  be  identified  Plans  for  software  integration,  human  resources,  operational 
procedures,  and  FAA-DOD  transition  must  be  developed. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $52,000,000  for  regional  and  headquarters  transition  planiung  and 
implementation,  transition  engineering,  integration,  and  coordination  of  NAS  programs  This  project  will 
provide  technical  support  to  the  regions  and  various  headquarters  organizations  for  planrung. 
implementation,  and  i  iiegration  of  projects  during  the  posl-developmenl/post-acceptance  penod 

Benefits  Implementation  of  NAS  transition  planning  is  critical  to  timely  identification  and  resolution  of 
integration  and  implementation  issues  for  the  large  numbers  of  NAS  programs  being  implemented  in  the 
field    This  program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  administration  themes 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  (SOOO) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirements 
Total 


Various 


$    4.000.0 

48,2740 

52.000.0 

293.5260 

$397,800.0 


'  Continuing  requirements  (until  FY  2000)  to  provide  transition  engineering  and  support  at  an  average  of 
approximatelv  $57,000,000  per  year  are  being  refined    Actual  labor  rates  and  final  dollar  requirements  will 
not  be  known  until  1994. 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Acti\ih  Tasks                                                              Ouantit\  ($000 ) 

Centrally  Procured  Services  Various  $52,000.0 


/ 
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4A06 

National  Airspace  Integrated  Logistici 
Support  fNAILS) 

$5,000,000 

Various 

56-58 

Basis  for  Request:  This  requirement  continues  funding  for  the  development  of  analytical  models, 
automation  tools,  and  Integrated  Logistics  Systems  support  for  the  NAILS  program  to  minimize  costs 
associated  with  acquisition  and  maintenance  of  major  NAS  systems  and  equipment 

Description  of  Problem  Application  of  NAILS  to  NAS  acquisitions  ensures  program  requirements  are 
incorporated  into  plaiming.  acquisition,  and  maintenance  documents.  Infiision  of  NAILS  requirements  into 
the  planmng  and  acquisition  phases  of  NAS  facility,  systems,  and  equipment  is  essential  to  provide 
supportability  o\er  their  operational  life  cycle  Continued  development  of  models  and  automation  tools  and 
integrated  logistics  s>  stem  support  provides  for  cost  effective  management  of  NAS  acquisitions 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $5,000,000  to  fund  this  increment  of  a  multiyear  program  to  incorporate 
NAILS  requirements  into  NAS  acquisitions,  integrate  logistics  support  requirements  and  information  to 
organize  and  manage  the  data  in  a  central  database,  and  develop  the  necessary  models  and  automauon  tools 
to  support  the  program 

Benefits:  NAILS  enables  the  agency  to  effective  v  manage  NAS  supportability  and  mimmize  costs 
associated  with  acquisition  and  maintenance  Logistics  information  data  and  models  and  automation  tools 
are  used  by  the  agencv  to  perform  repair  level  analysis  and  identify  spares  quantification  to  identify 
equipment  failure  trends,  influence  equipment  design,  and  reduce  inventorv  requirements  for  cost  effective 
management  over  the  operational  life  cycle  of  NAS  systems  This  program  supports  multiple  projects  and 
contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major  administration  themes. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$  16,556  0 

7,000.0 

5,000.0 

50,644.0 

$79,200.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Acti\irv  Tasks 

Centrally  Procured  Equipment  and  Services 


Locations/ 
Ouantin 

Various 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 

$5,000.0 
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4A07 

Frequency  and  Spectrum  Engineering 

$1,600,000 

Various 

26-15,  56-15, 
56-26 

Basis  for  Request:  Thorough  long-range  planning  is  required  to  acquire  and  retain  the  radio  frequena 
spectrum  for  aeronautical  s>stems,  and  provide  spectrum  management  guidance  to  agency  personnel  and  to 
various  national/international  users  The  resolution  of  frequenc>-  interference  problems  is  our  most 
important  function  in  maintaining  the  integrity'  of  the  NAS 

Description  of  Problem  The  radio  frequeno.  spectrum  is  a  limited  resource  which  faces  continually 
increasing  congestion  and  competition  among  its  users  In  addition,  radio  frequency'  interference  (RFl)  is  a 
growing  problem  particularly  in  the  area  of  major  airports  Careful  plarming  is  required  to  a\oid  problems 
with  interference,  poor  propagation,  and  unavailability  of  spectrum  for  particular  applications  Frequency 
interference  problems  need  to  be  identified  and  rectified  more  quickly  as  their  numbers  continue  to  grow . 

Description  of  Solution  This  project  will  pro\ide  funds  to;  (a)  conduct  studies  to  determine  most  effective 
long  term  interference  free  spectrum  use  for  future  wide  area  and  local  area  global  navigation  satellite 
system  (GNSS)  landing  systems,  with  consideration  for  international  0CAO)  acceptance;  (b)  conduct 
aeronautical  band  snidies  to  identify  interference  thn.sholds;  (c)  pro\ide  applications  engineering  analysis 
of  radio  frequency  propagation  and  electromagnetic  compatibility ;  (d)  pro\ide  criteria  for  de\'elopment  of 
the  future  air-to-ground  VHF  communications  system,  and  (e)  modernize  software  and  hardware  for  more 
efficient  radio  frequency  engineering 

Benefits;  Effective  radio  spectrum  management,  electromagnetic  compatibility,  non-interference  transition 
of  new  systems  (including  GPS)  into  the  National  Airspace  System,  and  cvpeditious  RFl  resolution  This 
program  will  strengthen  Transportation's  role  in  providing  a  dependable,  interference-free  radio  frequency 
spectrum  for  the  NAS. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropriated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 
Various 


$12,200.0 
2,000.0 
1,600.0 


Various 


$15,800.0 


'  Future  requirements  will  be  based  on  activity  levels  and  local  situations  which  are  validated  on  a  year-to- 
year  basis 
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COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/  Estimated  Cost 
Acuviw  Tasks                                                              Quantity  (SOOO) 

CentrallN  Procured  Senices  Various  $1,600  0 
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4A08 

Acquisition  Oversight 

$2,000,000 

Varous 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  Independent  oversight  of  major  systems  acquisitions  (MSA)  ensures  that  a  disciplined 
process  is  followed  from  establishment  of  the  mission  need  to  demonstration  of  operational  readiness 

Description  of  Problem:  Since  establishing  the  OflRce  of  Acquisition  Polic>-  and  CKersight  in  1990. 
responsibilities  ha\e  increased  to  a  large  degree,  with  no  increase  in  staff  The  requirement  for  mission 
need  statements  and  acquisition  plans  for  all  new  CIP  projects  earl>  in  F\'  1992  added  a  hea\->  new 
workload  for  analysts  who  are  responsible  for  overseeing  the  process,  seeing  that  the  statements  and  plans 
are  properly  prepared,  and  evaluating  the  needs  themselves  Over  100  acquisition  programs  were  handled 
during  FY  1992  New  requirements  have  been  added  for  documentation  and  for  programs  in  the  operations 
budget  and  R&D  budget  The  number  of  missions  need  statements  has  risen  to  well  over  150  The 
workload  presented  by  all  of  this  is  over  and  above  the  load  which  existed  when  the  staffing  level  was 
established 


Description  of  Solution:  A  support  contractor  has  been  employed  to  assist  with  the  above  workload 
support  will  be  e\en  more  necessary  in  FY  1995. 


This 


Benefits:  Independent  evaluation  of  the  major  acquisitions  will  help  to  ensure  that  good  management 
practices  will  be  followed  and  that  informed  decisions  will  be  made  at  the  appropriate  times  and  b\  the 
appropnate  levels  It  will  ensure  that  these  acquisitions  follow  a  logical  process  based  on  0MB  Circular  A- 
109.  Major  Acquisition. 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Amount  (SOOO) 

$1,000.0 
1.700.0 
2,000.0 


Various 
COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


$4,700.0 


ActiviK  Tasks 

MSA  Oversight/Evaluation 


Ixications/ 
OuantiK 

Various 


Estimated  Cost 

($000) 

$2,000.0 


'Continued  requirements  are  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis. 
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4A09 

FAA  System  Architecture 

$3,000,000 

Various 

56-61 

Basis  for  Request:  This  request  continues  funding  for  a  corporate  systems  architecture  for  the  FAA.  To 
meet  its  critical  mission  and  program  responsibilities,  including  a\iation  safety  and  air  traffic  management, 
the  FAA  requires  an  environment  in  which  information  and  data  are  defined  consistently,  collected  and 
maintained  with  accuracy  and  reliability,  and  easily  accessible  by  authorized  users.  To  support  this 
en\ironment.  the  FAA  needs  an  information  technology  (IT)  infrastructure  of  computing  and 
communication  systems  that  interoperate  smoothly  and  efficiently,  perform  reliably  and  securely,  are 
modular  and  expandable,  and  have  well  defined  interfaces.  FAA  requires  automated  application  systems 
that  are  modular,  expandable,  and  portable  to  accommodate  changes  in  mission  requirements  or  technology 
platforms.  oi)erate  efficiently  on  whatever  technology  platform  they  reside,  are  developed  and  maintained 
efficientl)  and  cost  effectively,  and  are  integrated  with  other  related  applications  and  databases.  Finally, 
acquisition  and  development  investments  for  information  technology  and  systems  must  be  leveraged  across 
programs  and  organizations  to  gain  efficiencies  and  economies  of  scale 

Description  of  Problem:  The  FAA  has  systemic  agency-wide  IRM  problems,  including  ineffective 
management  and  maintenance  of  existing  automated  systems,  unreliable  and  inconsistent  data, 
incompatible  and  duplicative  hardware,  software  and  communication  equipment  and  services,  and  a 
fragmented  security  envirorunent  that  is  cumbersome  to  operate  and  vulnerable  to  compromise.  The  FAA 
also  continues  to  lag  behind  the  aviation  industry  in  moving  from  paper-based  processes  to  implementing 
electronic  data  systems  and  interchange  standards.  Information  systems  are  often  delivered  late  and  over 
budget  and  do  not  meet  all  of  the  user  needs.  There  is  no  corpiorate  process  to  effectively  obtain  and  align 
agency  information  resources  with  established  business  priorities  Multiple  sources  of  the  same  data  exist 
throughout  the  FAA  and  the  available  data  is  not  always  perceived  as  comprehensive,  relevant,  reliable,  or 
accurate  The  agency  also  needs  a  comprehensive  repository  of  information  on  FAA  databases  and  software 
and  increased  consideration  of  reusability  in  the  design,  development,  and  maintenance  of  information 
systems  The  FAA  ex-pends  considerable  resources  to  collect  and  maintain  valuable  data  that  is  under- 
utilized after  the  initial  collection. 

Description  of  Solution:  Provide  $3,000,000  to  build  upon  the  framework  thai  will  be  developed  in 
FY  1994.  concentrating  on  six  major  architecture  initiatives:  business  process  improvement,  data 
management,  corporate  software  engineering,  core  systems  architecture,  electronic  data  interchange,  and  FT 
security.  Activities  will  include  refinement  of  strategic,  program,  and  implementation  plans,  development 
of  agency-wide  policies,  guidelines,  and  procedures;  initiation  of  model  and  prototype  development  as  well 
as  some  pilot  projects;  EDI  pilots  and  initial  implementation;  initiation  of  a  data  quality  improvement 
program;  IT  assessment  and  validation;  consulting  with  FAA  program  staff,  review /evaluation  of  program 
products,  initial  training;  and  development  of  requirement  specifications  and  statements  of  work  for 
acquiring  IT  hardware,  software,  and  services  for  corporate  repository,  data  warehouse,  software 
engineering  tools,  electronic  data  interchange,  and  security. 

Benefits:   The  benefits  of  this  program  are  more  effective  use  of  IT  to  meet  agency  mission  requirements. 
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improv  ed  proaucti\it> ,  increased  organizational  effectiveness,  increased  sharing  of  data  and  information, 
less  duplication  of  s>'steins  and  data,  more  timely  and  better  quality  data  and  information,  faster  and  less 
costly  software  development,  reduced  life  cycle  maintenance  costs,  enhanced  public  access  to  FAA  data,  and 
increased  security  and  integrity  of  data  and  systems.  In  addition,  electronic  data  interchange  will  increase 
speed  and  reliability  and  reduce  the  costs  of  information  and  data  interchange  between  FAA  and  the  airline 
industn.  aviation  organizations,  and  other  organizations  with  which  FAA  does  business.  As  this  program 
pro\ides  broad  based  support  to  multiple  programs,  it  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major  administrati\  e 
themes 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993)                                               ~ 

$        0.0 

FY  1994  Appropriated                                                             ~ 

2.000.0 

Fi'  1995  Request                                                                      ~ 

3.000.0 

Future  Requirement                                                                 — 

96.9000 

Total                                                                            Various 

$101,900.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

Acti\itv  Tasks                                                              Ouantin 

($000) 

1  Pilots/Proiotvpes  (data  repositor\ .  data 

warehouse,  security,  etc ) 

2  Architecture  Models/Design  (data. 

functional  technology,  security 
applications,  etc.) 

3.  Requirements  Definition/Design 

4.  Policy ,  Guidelines,  and  Procedures 

5.  Hardware/Software 

6.  EDI  Pilots/Initial  Implementation 

7.  Technology  Assessment/Validation 
8      Consulting.  Training.  Review 

9.  Planning  (Strategic,  Program,  and 

Implementation) 

10.  Data  (Quality  Improvement 

1 1.  Functional  Specification  Development/ 

Acquisition  Strategy- 
Total 


Various 


$264.0 


388.0 
3780 
3540 
269.0 
535.0 
202.0 
2010 

152.0 
149.0 

1080 
$3,000.0 
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Uho; 

•not: 

S«pjpff. 

lw««^ 

T<^««»>= 

4A10 

Technical  Support  Services  Contract 
(TSSC) 

$62,000,000 

Various 

46-16 

Basis  for  Request:  TTie  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  has  reached  the  stage  where  large  quantities  of  new 
equipment  are  being  deployed  to  the  field  Significant  work  is  required  to  modify'  and  relocate  existing 
equipment  to  meet  the  demands  placed  on  the  national  airspace  system  (NAS). 

Description  of  Problem  The  FAA's  CIP  for  the  1995  through  2002  time  period  will  require  additional  F&E 
resources  Implementation  and  installation  of  NAS  improvements  require  specialists  with  electronic, 
mechanical,  and  ci\il  engineering  expertise  A  national  technical  suppon  services  contract  was  awarded  to 
pro\ide  the  regions  and  centers  with  mcreased  scheduling  flexibility  required  to  meet  the  large  number  of 
equipment  deliveries 

Descnption  of  Solution:  Provide  $61,000,000  to  fund  the  technical  support  services  contract  in  FY  1995. 
The  average  projected  cost  per  man  year  (staff  year)  for  TSSC  for  FY  1995  is  estimated  to  be  approximately 
$96,000.  This  includes  all  associated  cost  (salary,  travel,  general  and  administrative  overhead)  Also 
pro%ide  $1,000,000  for  continued  development  and  management  of  the  Resource  Tracking  Program  (RTP) 
formerU  the  Regional  Project  Management  System  (RPMS) 

Benefits:  Provide  supplemental  resources  as  required  to  assist  the  F&E  organizations  in  accomplishing 
their  mission    This  program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  major  administration  themes 

APPROPRIATIONS  SUMMARY 


Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 

FY  1994  Appropriated 

FY  1995  Request 

Future  Requirement                                                                — 

Total                                                                          Various 

$187,100.0 

64.9000 

62.000.0 

433.000.0 

$747,000.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THI S  YE AR 

Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

Activin  Tasks                                                             Ouantitv 

($000) 

1.  Headquarter  and  Regional  Implementation              Various 

2.  Resource  Tracking  Program                                     Various 
Total                                                                           Various 

$61,000  0 

1.000  0 

$62,000.0 
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^    T->^  \*^  ^::a-:  ' 


■w^->.^  ^.i>  ,vrt;«. 


•nflt- 


Sfgaert; 


Loc«rt**«5: 


4A11 


Program  Support  Services 


$5,000,000 


Various 


Various 


Basis  for  Request:  There  is  a  critical  need  to  provide  supply  support  for  acquisition  and  replenishment  of 
spares  and  repair  parts  associated  with  the  NAS  supply  support  program 

Description  of  Problem:  Many  of  the  requirements  generated  from  the  facilities  and  equipment  program  are 
due  to  SNStems  that  are  scheduled  for  decommissiomng  but  due  to  schedule  slippage  of  new  NAS  systems, 
must  remain  in  the  system  Initial  provisioning  is  inadequate  as  initial  bum-in  of  new  systems  use  available 
spares 

Description  of  Solution  Provide  $4,000,000  to  adequately  fund  spare  parts  provisioning  for  nev\  NAS 
equipment  and  systemwide  equipment  modifications  on  older  equipment  Provide  $1,000,000  for  freight 
costs  to  ensure  contractor-to-site  or  depot-to-site  deliveries. 

Benefits  Acquisition  of  spare  parts  and  freight  dollars  will  ensure  the  NAS  system  continued  suppiv 
support  needed  to  meet  mission  requirements  The  program  contributes  to  achieving  all  five  admimslralion 
themes 

APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 


Locations 


Amount  ($000) 


Appropriated  (FY  1982-1993) 
FY  1994  Appropnated 
FY  1995  Request 
Future  Requirement 
Total 


Various 


$        0.0 

00 
5,000.0 

OO 

$5,000.0 


COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 


Activin  Tasks 


Locations/ 
Quantity 


Estimated  Cost 
($000) 


1 .  Spare  Parts 

2.  Freight 
Total 


Various 


$4,0000 

1.000.0 

$5,000.0 


'Continuing  requirement  to  be  validated  on  a  year  to  year  basis. 
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ban' 


4A12 


TMf 


Program  Support  Leases 


$19,217,000 


Various 


Various 


Basis  for  Reouesi:     FAA  Order  2500.8A  established  funding  criteria  that  affects  our  budget  request 
beginning  in  FY  1995.  The  changes  will  be  primarily  in  the  area  of  facilities  operational  lease  costs. 

E>escriDtion  of  Problem:  No  centralized  control  to  oversee  operational  facilities  leases. 

Description  of  Solution:  Pro\ide  $19,217,000  to  fiuid  on-going  facilities  operational  leases  as  prescribed  by 
FAA  Order  2500  8A. 

Benefits:  This  is  a  collection  of  facilities  leased  b>  the  FAA.  This  program  conuibutes  to  achieving  all  five 
administration  themes. 


APPROPRIATION  SUMMARY 

Locations 

Amount  ($000) 

Appropriated  (Ft'  1982-1993)                                               — 
FY  1994  Appropriated                                                             — 
FY  1995  Request                                                                  — 
Future  Requirement                                                              — 
Toul                                                                        Various 

$        0.0 

0.0 
$19,217.0 

0.0    > 
$19,217.0 

COST  ESTIMATE  OF  WORK  TO  BE  FUNDED  THIS  YEAR 

Locations/ 

Estimated  Cost 

ActixiK  Tasks                                                              OuantitN 

($000) 

Operational  Leases                                                               — 

$19,217.0 

'Continuing  requirement  to  be  validated  on  a  year-to-year  basis. 
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8iut««t 

HSf: 

fitffimi' 

ji^fffflttfefty 

5A01 

Personnel  and  Related  Expenses 

$215,400,000 

Various 

62-20 

Summary  Requirements  ($000) 


Positions 

FTE 

EOY  Employment 

Funding 


FY  1993 
Actual 

2.504 

2.170 

2,270 

$186,107 


FY  1994 
Estimate 

2.504 

2.300 

2.450 

$198,000 


Change 

0 
0 

0 

$17,400 


FY  1995 
Request 

2,504 

2,300 

2,450 

$215,400 


This  activin  funds  the  personnel,  travel  and  related  expenses  of  the  FAA  F&E  workforce.  The  F&E  work 
specialties  include  electronic,  civil,  and  mechanical  engineers;  electronics  techiucians.  quality  control  and 
contract  specialists,  and  flight  inspection  personnel. 


FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Actual 

Estimate 

Change 

Request 

$133,522 

$145,112 

$7,088 

$152,200 

29,500 

32,862 

3,138 

36.000 

20.635 

18,190 

5,010 

23,200 

2,450 

1.836 

2,164 

4.000 

Personnel  Compensation  &  Benefits 

Travel 

Permanent  Change  of  Station 

Other  Objects 

Total  Funding  $186,107  $198,000  $17,400  $215,400 

The  following  summary  reflects  estimated  staffing  levels  for  FY  1993  through  FY  1995: 


Full  Time  Permanent  Positions: 
Regions  Airway  Facilities 
Technical  Center 
Aeronautical  Center 
Flight  Inspection 


Acquisition  Support  (HQs) 
Program  Control  (HQs) 


FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Actual 

Estimate 

Chanee 

Request 

1.573 

1,573 

0 

1.573 

388 

388 

0 

388 

59 

59 

0 

59 

29 

29 

0 

29 

155 

155 

0 

155 

300 

300 

0 

300 
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2,504 

2,504 

2,170 

2,300 

3,522 

$145,112 

0 

2,504 

0 

2,300 

$7,088 

$152,200 

Total  Positions 

Total  FTE 

Funding  for  PC&B($000) 


Nondiscretiooan  Increases  $7.990.000 

$  3,247  Annualizauon  of  FY  1994  WlGs;  new  FY  1995  WlGs 

2.100  Annualization  of  FY  1994  localit>'  pay  increase 

1,741  FY  1995  1.6%  pay  raise 

902  Inflation 

TRAVEL 

The  budget  includes  $36,000  to  pro\ide  the  required  level  of  travel  to  support  NAS  Plan  implementation  in 
FY  1995.  The  request  for  tra\el  includes  inflation  and  an  increase  to  the  travel  base. 

Travel  requirements  for  F&E  engineers  oflen  exceed  50  percent  of  their  time,  with  many  installation  crews 
and  technicians  spending  approximately  80  percent  of  their  time  on  the  road.  In  addition,  new  F&E  engineer 
hires  gain  invaluable  on-the-job  e.xperience  working  closely  with  journeyman  level  engineers  on  site.  The 
primar>'  field  activities  include  developmental  and  operational  testing  functions,  factory  acceptance  tests,  site 
evaluations,  site  cxirdination,  critical  design  re\'iews,  contract  monitoring,  quality  assurance,  and  support  to 
field  installation  crews. 

OTHER  OBJECTS 

Includes  funding  for  small  equipment  and  tools,  common  use  supplies  and  printing  that  is  related  to  generic 
F&E  programs,  not  project  specific.  The  request  includes  inflation  and  an  increase  to  support  the  overhead 
costs  of  F&E  fiinded  personnel.  Regional  Operations  fiinding  to  replace  small  equipment,  supplies  and 
printing  in  support  of  all  FAA  personnel  has  been  significantly  reduced,  thereby  making  it  necessarj'  to  obtain 
additional  funding  in  F&E  to  support  F&E  personnel. 

PERMANENT  CHANGE  OF  STATION  (PCS)  MOVES 

FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

Actual  Estimate  Change  Request 

Funding  ($000)  $20,635  $18,190  $5,010  $23,200 

Number  of  moves  549  470  218  688 

Begiiming  with  FY  1993  budget,  all  PCS  costs  directly  associated  with  the  actual  consolidation  or  opening 
(one-time  moves  to  transfer  Air  Traffic  and  Airway  Facilities  staff  to  a  new  facility)  of  various  NAS  facilities 
are  budgeted  for  in  Activity  5.  These  costs  are  a  one-time  occurrence  and  properly  included  as  part  of  the 
capitalized  costs  of  the  projects.  The  following  summary  indicates  projected  FY  1994  obligations  and  FY 
1995  requirements  by  project: 
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FY  1994  Estimate 

FY  1995  Request 

Southern  California  TRACON 

$  7,985 

(148  moves) 

Dallas/Ft  Worth  MeUoplex 

1.400 

(53  moves) 

$2,100 

(84  moves) 

Flight  Ser\'ice  Station 

3.165 

(102  moves) 

$5,400 

(165  moves) 

Denver  Airport 

1.680 

(46  moves) 

New  Chicago  TRACON 

760 

(21  moves) 

$900 

(25  moves) 

DOD  Base  Closure 

$5,900 

(145  moves) 

Level  1  Tower  Closure 

$5,700 

(169  moves) 

Total  one-time  moves 

$14,990 

(370  moves) 

$20,000 

(588  moves) 

In  addition  to  the  one-time  moves,  there  is  $3,200  in  the  base  for  100  PCS  moves  for  the  F&E  workforce 
associated  with  normal  attrition  and  reassignmenis  to  cover  shifts  in  workload. 
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FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development 
(Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund) 

For  necessary  expenses,  not  otherwise  provided  for,  for  research,  engineering,  and  development, 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended  (49  U.S.C.  App.  1301 
et  seq),  including  construction  of  experimental  facilities  and  acquisition  of  necessary  sites  by  lease  or 
grant,  [$254,000,000]  $266.800.000.  to  be  derived  from  the  Airport  and  Airway  Trust  Fund  and  to  remain 
available  until  expended:  Provided.  That  there  may  be  credited  to  this  appropriation  funds  received  from 
States,  countries,  municipalities,  other  public  authorities,  and  private  sources,  for  expenses  incurred  for 
research,  engineering,  and  development    (Department  of  Transportation  and  Related  Agencies 
Appropriations  Act.  1994.  additional  authorizing  legislation  to  be  proiwsed.) 
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Program  and  Financing  (in  Ihousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  Code 
69-8108-0-7-402 

Program  b}'  Activities: 
Direct  program: 
00 .0 1    R,E&D  Management  and  Infrastructure 
00.02    Capacity  and  Air  Traffic  Management  Technology 
00.03    Communications,  Navigation  and  Surveillance 
00.04    Weather 
00.05    Airport  Technology 
00.06    Aircraft  Safety  Technology 
00.07    System  Security  Technology 
00.08   Human  Factors  and  Aviation  Medicine 
00.09   Environment  and  Energy 
00.10    Innovative/Cooperative  Research 

00.9 1    Total  Direct  Program 
01.01    Reimbursable  Program 

10.00   Total  Obligations 

Financing: 
2 1 .40   Unobligated  balance  available, 

start  of  year 
24.40   Unobligated  balance  available, 

end  of  year 

39.00   Budget  authority  (gross) 


1993 

1994 

1995 

Actual 

Estimate 

Estimate 

10,186 

12,699 

9,673 

66,515 

83,891 

81,901 

28,574 

40,225 

39,472 

6,525 

2.430 

2.909 

6,773 

7,509 

9,443 

36,308 

43.175 

51,004 

34,389 

37.471 

36,604 

27,355 

31,535 

25,329 

6,130 

5,687 

5,429 

5,713 

7,209 

5,036 

228,468 

271,831 

266,800 

299 

1,510 

1,549 

228,767 

273,341 

268,349 

-16,299 

-17,831 

— 

17.831 

— 

— 

230,299 

255,510 

268,349 
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Financing  and  Outlays  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  Code 

69<108-0-7-*02 

Budget  authority: 

Current: 

40.00 

Appropriation 

Permanent: 

68.00 

Spending  authority  from 

offsetting  collections 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00 

Total  obligations 

72.40 

Obligated  balance,  start  of  year 

74.40 

Obligated  balance,  end  of  year 

87.00 

Outlays  (gross) 

88.00 
88.40 

88.90 

89.00 
90.00 


Adjustments  to  budget  authority  and  outlays: 
Deductions  for  offsetting  collections: 

Federal  Funds 
Non-Federal  sources 

Total,  offsetting  collections 


Budget  authority  (net) 
Outlays  (net) 


1993 

1994 

1995 

Actual 

EsUmale 

Estiniale 

230,000 

254,000 

266.800 

299 

1.510 

1.549 

228,767 

273,341 

268,349 

179,149 

195.305 

200,536 

-195,305 

-200.536 

-189,036 

212.611 

268.110 

279.849 

-284 

-1.434 

-1.472 

-15 

-76 

-77 

-299 

-1,510 

-1.549 

230,000 

254,000 

266,800 

212,312 

266,600 

278,300 

\ 
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The  FY  1995  budget  proposes  ftuiding  to  conduct  research,  engineering  and  development  programs  to 
improve  the  national  air  traffic  control  system  by  increasing  its  safety,  securi:y,  productivity  and  capacity 
to  meet  the  expected  air  traffic  demands  of  the  future.  The  agency  also  administers  human  factors  and 
aviation  medical  research  aimed  at  increasing  the  personal  effectiveness  and  safety  of  air  traffic  controller 
personnel,  airway  facilities  maintenance,  and  the  safety  of  aircrew  members. 

These  programs  are  conducted  by  the  agency's  technical  personnel  and  through  contracts  with  qualified 
private  firms,  uruversities,  individuals  and  through  agreements  with  other  Government  agencies. 
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OBJECT  ClASSinCATION  (IN  THOUSANDS  OF  DOLLARS) 


Identification  Code 
69-8108-0-7-402 

Direct  obligations: 

Personnel  compensation: 
11.1      Full-time  permanent 
11.3      Other  than  full-time  permanent 
1 1 .  S     Other  personnel  compensation 

11.8  Special  personal  services  payment 

11.9  Total  personnel  compensation 

12. 1  Civilian  personnel  benefits 

2 1 .0  Travel  and  transportation  of  persons 

22 .0  Transportation  of  things 

23.2  Rental  payments  to  others 

23.3  Communications,  utilities,  and 

miscellaneous  charges 

24.0  Printing  and  reproduction 

25.0  Other  services 

26.0  Supplies  and  materials 

31.0  Equipment 

41.0  Grants,  subsidies,  and  contributions 

99.0  Subtotal,  direct  obligations 

99.0  Reimbursable  obligations 
99.9  Total  obligations 


1993 

1994 

1995 

Actiul 

Estimate 

Estimate 

34,545 

37,337 

38.307 

2,017 

2,006 

2.170 

1.040 

1,155 

1,274 

669 

458 

475 

38,271 

40,956 

42.226 

7.512 

8,271 

8.601 

3.936 

4.470 

4,728 

317 

287 

294 

108 

65 

67 

1.266 

941 

965 

17 

38 

39 

143.314 

181.425 

173.003 

2,176 

4.373 

4.487 

7,643 

6.884 

7.063 

23,908 

24.121 

25.327 

228,468 

271.831 

266.800 

299 

1.510 

1.549 

228,767 

273.341 

268,349 
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PERSONNXL  SUMMARY 


Identification  Code 
69^1080-7-402 

Direct:  Total  cx)mpensable  workyears: 
Full-lime  equivalent 
Full-time  equivalent  of  overtime 
and  holiday  hours 

Reimbursable:  Total  compensable  workers: 
Full-time  equivalent  employment 


1993 
Actual 


729 
8 


1994 
Estinute 


711 
8 


1995 
Estimate 


711 
8 
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SECTION  1 
INTRODUCTION  TO  THE  RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING,  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAM 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  manages  and  operates  the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS). 
The  FAA  Research,  Engineering  and  Development  (R,E&D)  program  is  intended  to  prepare  the  NAS  for 
the  rapidly  expanding  aviation  demands  of  the  21st  century,  and  to  ensure  both  the  safety  of  public  air 
transportation  and  the  fulfillment  of  national  priorities  and  policy  goals.  The  R,E&D  Plan  is  driven  by 
aviation  operational  demand,  and  it  actively  supports  and  is  consistent  with  the  FAA  mission  and  major 
administration  themes  of  strengthening  transportation's  role  in  supporting  the  economy;  supporting  the 
safety  of  our  triuisportation  systems;  strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  environmental 
policy;  advancing  U.S.  transportation  technology  and  expertise;  and  fostering  intermodalism.  The  FAA 
is  also  committed  to  pursuing  comprehensive,  cooperative  research  efforts  in  conjunction  with  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA),  the  branches  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  other  Federal 
agencies,  (all  with  the  intent  of  utilizing  the  capabilities  and  resources  of  national  laboratories),  and  with 
colleges  and  universities. 

The  NAS  represents  a  significant  national  resource.  Aviation  is  a  critical  component  of  the  national 
economy,  not  only  in  terms  of  its  scope,  but  as  a  source  of  high  technology  development  and  leadership, 
international  competitiveness,  and  linkages  to  other  economic  sectors.  However,  the  demands  on  this 
system  are  continuously  growing,  and  other  nations  are  challenging  the  United  States'  leadership  and 
market  penetration.  To  this  end,  the  FAA's  R,E&D  program  is  an  investment  in  the  future  that  will 
support  the  United  States'  technological  leadership  and  international  competitiveness  in  aviation  and 
related  economic  sectors.  Examples  of  FAA  R,E&D  program  areas  and  their  economic  impacts  are 
displayed  in  the  table  below.  They  provide  new  markets  to  industry,  create  new  jobs,  and  permit 
technological  spin-offs  and  linkages  to  other  industries. 

Economic  Benefits 


PROGRAM  AREAS 

ECONOMIC  BENEFITS 

Air  Traffic  ConU-ol  Automation 

♦  Fuel  cost  savings  up  to  $1  billion  annually. 

♦  Air  carrier  aircraft  operating  costs  savings  of  up  to  $2.6  billion 
annually. 

Satellite  Navigation  and 
Cominunications 

♦  Up  to  200,000  GPS  receivers  manufactured  by  2003;  market 
potential  estimated  at  $3  billion. 

♦  Spin-off  applications  in  automobiles,  trucking,  railroad,  and 
maritime  industries. 

Airport  Technologies 

♦  Airport  and  runway  pavement  surface  designs  to  permit  U.S. 
manufacturers  to  develop  larger  and  heavier  new  generation 
aircraft. 

Aircraft  and  Engine  Airworthiness 

♦  Approximately  100  new  generation  commercial  aircraft  annually 
for  the  domestic  U.S.  fleet,  bolstering  employment  and  high 
technology  competitiveness. 

♦  International  market  potential  estimated  at  60%  of  U.S.  aircraft 
sales. 

Explosives  Detection  Systems 

♦  Approximately  300  systems  required  for  U.S.  applications; 
domestic  market  potential  of  $400  million. 

♦  Spin-off  applications  to  other  industries  threatened  by  terrorist 
activities. 
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The  importance  of  aviation  to  the  nation's  economy  cannot  be  overstated.  Aviation  and  related  industries 
contribute  $693  billion  to  the  United  States  economy  (6%  of  GNP),  encompassing  8.5  million  jobs. 
Aviation  is  critical  to  business  travel,  tourism,  and  travel  services  (a  $47.5  billion  industry),  as  well  as 
aircraft  components  ($24.7  billion),  cargo  and  mail  transport,  and  industrial  national  and  international 
competitiveness.  Aerospace  is  by  far  the  largest  exporting  industry  for  the  United  States,  with  a  1992 
industry  trade  surplus  of  $31  billion.  The  United  States  is  currently  the  recognized  world  leader  in 
aerospace,  aviation,  and  air  traffic  control.  Today,  21  of  the  country's  largest  airports  are  plagued  by  more 
than  20,000  hours  of  delays  per  year,  a  problem  which  could  impact  40  airports  by  the  year  2000. 
Nationally,  air  traffic  delays  cost  the  economy  an  estimated  $7  billion  in  passenger  delays  and  $3  billion 
in  aircraft  operating  costs.   At  current  trends,  these  costs  will  increase  50  percent  within  10  years. 

Aviation  and  related  industries  are  also  challenged  by  energy  and  environmental  factors.  Currently, 
45  percent  of  air  carrier  aircraft  operating  costs  are  for  fuel,  a  large  portion  of  which  is  imported  oil. 
While  reducing  fuel  usage  is  a  priority  in  terms  of  energy  conservation,  it  is  also  an  increasingly  critical 
environmental  issue,  based  on  recent  findings  relating  to  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  at  high  altitudes.  Given 
the  projected  increases  in  aviation  activity  and  stringent  environmental  standards  being  proposed  in  Europe 
and  possibly  elsewhere,  reductions  of  noise  and  engine  emissions  are  essential  to  the  viability  of  the 
national  aviation  industry. 

The  FAA  must  accommodate  the  increasing  demand  on  limited  airport  and  airspace  capacity,  deal  with 
crucial  airport  security  issues,  and  cope  with  the  unforeseen  problems  of  an  aging  aircraft  fleet. 

The  FAA's  vision  for  the  future  air  traffic  management  system  is  one  where  safety  is  maximized  and  flight 
is  not  constrained.  The  system  will  face  multidimensional  challenges.  The  aviation  system  is  becoming 
increasingly  international  in  scope,  requiring  the  adoption  of  a  more  global  outlook.  In  addition,  the  future 
NAS  must  accommodate  a  broad  spectrum  of  users  ~  large  commercial  aircraft,  business  jets,  single 
engine  general  aircraft,  rotorcraft,  and  all  types  of  military  aircraft.  A  new  generation  of  aircraft  may 
include  supersonic,  even  hypersonic  aircraft,  tilt-rotor,  and  variable  configuration  aircraft.  Despite  the 
expanded  scope  of  aviation,  the  system  will  require  the  maximum  levels  of  safety,  security,  and  efficiency. 
Safety  means  fewer  accidents,  more  fire-  and  crash-  resistant  aircraft,  and  unsurpassed  airworthiness  of 
aircraft  designs  and  components.  Aircraft,  airports,  passengers,  and  goods  must  be  secured  from  terrorism 
or  criminal  activity  without  undue  inconvenience.  Air  traffic  management  must  be  geared  towards  the 
efficient  flow  of  all  types  of  aircraft  over  user-preferred  routes  and  altitudes. 

Automation  will  increasingly  impact  the  controller,  pilot,  and  maintenance  technician,  relieving  people  of 
error-prone,  tedious,  and  time-consuming  functions.  Controllers  will  be  able  to  focus  more  on  traffic 
management  and  decision  making  while  automated  systems  execute  tactical  instructions  for  traffic 
separation  and  control.  Similarly,  situation  displays  will  be  greatly  improved,  and  weather  data  processing 
and  communications  will  be  automated,  enabling  the  controller  to  be  more  proactive  and  less  reactive. 

The  FAA  is  requesting  funding  for  an  aggressive  R&D  program  to  meet  the  demands  on  the  current  and 
next  generation  NAS.  It  involves  utilizing  FAA-sponsored  research,  the  research  of  other  federal  agencies, 
such  as  NASA  and  the  National  laboratories,  and  cooperative  agreements  with  academia  and  public  and 
private  sector  organizations.  The  objectives  of  the  R,E&D  program  are  incorporated  into  the  FAA's 
Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP),  to  modernize  the  air  traffic  system;  they  are: 
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NAS  Goals  Supported  by  the  R,E&D  Plan: 

Reduce  the  civil  aviation  fatality  rate  from  all  causes  by  10  percent  by  2000. 

Reduce  the  number  of  accidents  attributable  to  weather  by  20  percent  by  2000. 

Reduce  runway  incursions  by  80  percent  by  2005. 

Ensure  that  system  capacity  will  meet  demand. 

Reduce  weather-related  delays  by  15  percent  by  2005. 

Accommodate  a  projected  doubling  of  oceanic  air  traffic  demand  by  2010. 

Provide  more  user-preferred  routes  and  altitudes  to  minimize  aircraft  operating  costs. 

R,E&D-Specific  Goals: 

Reduce  the  massive  costs  of  pavement  expenditure  by  at  least  10  percent  by  2010  (currently  over 
$2  billion  is  spent  annually). 

Develop  advanced  aircraft  fire  safety  and  crashworthiness  technologies  by  2005. 

Develop  advanced  technologies  that  increase  assurance  of  aging  and  in-service  aircraft  structural 
integrity  and  minimize  the  potential  for  aircraft  catastrophic  failure  by  2001. 

Reduce  accidents  and  incident  rates  attributable  to  controller,  flightcrew,  and  maintenance  crew 
human  error. 

Field  a  wide-area  differential  global  positioning  system  (GPS)  to  provide  satellite-based 
navigation  for  all  flight  phases  down  to  Category  I  precision  approach  minima  by  1998. 

Anticipate  new  threats  and  develop  and  implement  new  security  philosophies,  technologies,  and 
systems  that  operate  effectively  with  minimal  interference  to  passengers  and  carriers. 
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SECTION  2 
THE  R,E&D  PROGRAM 


2.1    RELATIONSHIP  TO  MAJOR  ADMINISTRATION  THEMES 

The  FAA's  R,E&D  program  contributes  to  achieving  the  five  major  administration  themes:  strengthening 
transportation's  role  in  supporting  the  economy;  supporting  the  safety  of  our  transportation  systems; 
strengthening  the  linkage  between  transportation  and  environmental  policy;  advancing  U.S.  transportation 
technology  and  expertise;  and  fostering  intermodalism.  The  overall  relationship  of  the  budget  to  these 
major  themes  is  depicted  in  the  following  chart.  The  contributions  of  each  budget  line  item  to  the  major 
administration  themes  are  displayed  in  Section  3.4,  page  RED-20. 


FY  1995  R,E&D  Budget  Supports  Major 
Administration  Themes 


Technology   1 6% 


Environment  3% 


Safety  43% 


Economy   37% 


Intermodalism   1% 


The  enhancement  of  NAS  safety,  capacity,  reliability,  and  predictability  through  the  application  of 
advanced  technologies  will  help  to  maintain  the  nation's  technical  leadership  and  competitiveness.  For 
example: 

♦  Decreased  travel  times  result  in  reduced  energy  consumption,  and  thus,  reduced  aircraft  operating 
costs,  and  ultimately  lower  transport  costs  for  people  and  cargo.  Those  R,E&D  projects  whose 
benefits  have  been  evaluated  yield  annual  energy  savings  between  .33  and  1.37  billion  gallons 
of  jet  fuel,  over  the  time  period  1995  to  2015,  which  equates  to  approximately  $.22  and 
$.93  billion  annually.  Further,  reduced  energy  consumption  results  in  reduced  emissions  and 
contributes  to  environmental  protection. 

♦  Improved  reliability  of  NAS  equipment  allows  airlines  to  operate  more  cost-effectively,  reduces 
time  lost  by  aviation  users  (individuals  and  businesses),  and  enables  more  efficient  intermodal 
travel  and  transport.  R,E&D  projects  whose  benefits  have  been  evaluated  will  yield  air  carrier 
delay  savings  of  320,000  to  1 .5  million  hours  annually  over  the  1995-2015  period.  This  equates 
to  annual  savings  of  $520  million  to  $2.6  billion  in  aircraft  operating  costs,  and  $1.2  to 
$5.7  billion  in  passenger  time  lost. 

R,E&D  is  an  ambitious  but  attainable  program  that  spans  nine  research  thrust  areas.  The  plan  is  consistent 
with  and  contributes  to  the  achievement  of  the  Administration's  five  major  transportation  themes,  as 
described  below.  The  R,E&D  budget  request  for  Fiscal  Year  1995  is  $266.8  million.  Consistent  with  the 


RED- 10 


1454 


FAA's  mission,  improvements  in  safety  and  benefits  to  the  economy  represent  the  largest  shares  of  the 
budget  by  major  administration  theme:  43  percent  and  37  percent,  respectively.  Projects  defined  as 
contributing  to  economic  health  and  productivity  are  those  which  support  increases  to  capacity,  improve 
the  reliability  of  the  NAS,  minimize  constraints  to  aviation,  reduce  delays,  and  enable  more  user-preferred 
routing.  Improvements  to  airline  safety  and  security  also  continue  to  be  a  high  priority  of  the  R,E&D 
program. 

♦  Strengthening  Transportation's  Role  in  Supporting  the  Economy.  There  is  little  doubt  of  the 
significance  of  aviation  to  the  United  States  economy.  With  no  new  major  airports  planned  in  the  near 
term,  the  FAA  must  expand  the  capacity  of  the  current  system  while  maintaining  its  safety  and  reducing 
inefficiencies.  Aviation  R&D  can  yield  a  high  rate  of  return  through  well-paid,  high  technology  jobs  as 
well  as  direct  benefits  to  the  NAS,  in  increased  productivity,  capacity,  and  safety. 

Much  of  the  R,E&D  focus  on  upgrading  the  NAS  involves  the  development  and  application  of  high 
technology  which  has  use  throughout  the  economy:  more  intelligent  automated  systems;  higher  capacity 
and  more  reliable  communications;  improved  surveillance;  enhanced  collection,  processing,  and 
dissemination  of  weather  information;  more  flexible  navigation  and  landing  systems;  and  improved 
human/machine  interfaces.  Aviation  capabilities,  range  and  flexibility  will  also  be  enhanced  by  use  of 
satellites,  fiber  optics,  and  longer  range  surveillance  and  communications. 

Research  is  necessary  to  accommodate  and  integrate  new  technological  developments  and  economic 
demands  that  help  create  markets  for  U.S.  industry,  and  to  equip  the  FAA  to  flexibly  accommodate  and 
integrate  new  technological  developments  and  economic  demands  without  constraining  market  forces. 
With  increasing  international  competition,  the  aerospace  and  aviation  industries  must  be  provided  with  the 
infrastructure  necessary  to  flourish  and  maintain  competitiveness.  The  R,E&D  Plan  utilizes  FAA  and 
external  resources,  such  as  cooperative  agreements  with  NASA,  and  other  public  and  private  institutions, 
to  further  these  goals. 

♦  Supporting  the  Safety  of  Our  Transportation  System.  The  overall  goal  in  this  area  is  to  reduce 
the  probability  of  accidents  and  terrorism.  The  research  program  is  aimed  at  reducing  runway  incursions 
by  80  percent  by  the  year  2005,  improving  collision  avoidance  procedures,  and  providing  mechanisms  to 
reduce  human  and  equipment  errors.  Research  relating  to  engine  and  aircraft  design  will  improve  aircraft 
airworthiness  and  crashworthiness  and  eliminate  engine  and  propulsion  system  failures,  aircraft  fires,  and 
aging  aircraft  safety  concerns.  Developing  the  safest,  most  efficient  aircraft  systems  will  translate  into 
global  sales  for  U.S.  products.  Human  factors  and  aeromedical  research  projects  have  been  established 
to  reduce  human  error,  to  assess  injury/fatality  patterns  and  sequences,  and  to  develop  measures  to  reduce 
the  incidence  and  severity  of  such  patterns. 

To  maintain  public  confidence  in  the  NAS,  new  security  technologies  are  being  developed  to  ensure  the 
highest  level  of  detection  and  prevention  of  criminal  activities,  while  minimizing  the  disruption  to  air 
traffic  services.  Key  initiatives  include  weapons  and  explosives  detection  measures,  which  are  critical 
given  the  increased  use  of  lightweight,  nonmetallic  materials  in  such  devices;  aircraft  hardening  techniques 
to  minimize  the  impact  of  criminal  activity;  and  airport  design  measures  to  minimize  the  risk  and 
disruption  to  passengers,  aircraft  and  aviation  services. 

♦  Strengthening  the  Linkage  Between  Transportation  and  Environmental  Policy.  The  expanding 
role  of  aviation  in  transportation  has  increased  the  importance  of  research  aimed  to  protect  the 
environment.  Key  areas  of  research  include  methods  to  reduce  engine  emissions  and  aircraft  noise  levels, 
as  well  as  to  decrease  fuel  usage  through  better  traffic  management  and  routes.  In  addition,  more 
environmentally  friendly  fuels  are  being  investigated  for  general  aviation  (GA)  aircraft,  which  play  an 
important  role  in  small  towns  and  remote  areas.  Additional  research  is  needed  on  clean,  reliable,  and  cost 
effective  engine/propulsion  concepts  for  small  GA  aircraft.  We  are  also  undertaking  research  to  develop 
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certification  criteria  for  new  fire  extinguishing  agents  which  do  not  deplete  the  ozone  layer,  such  as  the 
currently  used  halons  which  will  no  longer  be  produced  after  December  31,  1993. 

Reducing  energy  consumption  is  critical  to  environmental  as  well  as  economic  goals.  Because  a  large 
proportion  of  aircraft  operating  costs  are  for  fuel  (45  percent  for  air  carriers,  40  percent  for  air 
taxi/commuter,  55  percent  for  GA,  aviation  is  strongly  impacted  by  fuel  (especially  oil)  prices.  The 
R,E&D  program  includes  research  on  atmospheric  data,  air  traffic  models,  advanced  materials,  avionics, 
and  enhanced  automation  to  lead  to  more  efficient  routing  and  lower  fuel  consumption  resulting  from 
inclement  weather  and  terminal  area  congestion.  Finally,  alternative  aircraft  design,  engine,  and  propulsion 
concepts  could  significantly  reduce  aircraft  energy  requirements.  These  efforts  will  contribute  toward 
minimizing  the  environmental  impact  of  aviation,  conserving  our  limited  national  resources  and  lessening 
U.S.  dependence  on  foreign  oil. 

Research  is  also  required  for  the  identification  of  new  engine  designs  to  reduce  emissions  and  noise,  and 
thus  counteract  the  potential  impact  of  international  standards  upon  U.S.  manufacturers.  The  aviation 
community  is  recommending  development  of  engine/airframe  technology  that  is  4  to  6  decibels  quieter 
than  Stage  3  aircraft.  Thus,  both  domestic  and  international  requirements  dictate  R&D  for  establishing 
stricter  standards  that  will  allow  the  United  States  to  manufacture  engines  with  reduced  emissions  and 
noise. 

♦  Advancing  U.S.  Transportation  Technology  and  Expertise.  A  primary  goal  of  the  R,E&D 
program  is  to  introduce  technology  advancements  into  the  NAS  without  impeding  aviation  services  or 
market  mechanisms.  Such  technology  advancements  include  new  types  of  aircraft,  aircraft  avionics,  and 
flight  modes.  Research  is  fundamental  to  long-term  economic  competitiveness  since  it  supports 
development  of  enabling  technologies  at  pre-competitive  stages  of  the  R&D  process.  Aerospace  is  a  key 
to  American  technological  leadership.  Most  government  and  independent  organizations  compiling  "critical 
technologies"  lists  have  included  technologies  essential  to  the  aviation  industry,  such  as  propulsion 
technology,  simulation,  and  automated  guidance  and  control.  Examples  of  FAA  research  activities  to 
accommodate  such  advances  include  satellite  navigation  and  communication  systems  for  traffic  over 
oceans  or  remote  areas;  more  flexible  approach  control  and  landing  systems;  flight  profile  optimization 
techniques;  and  air  traffic  models  and  evaluation  tools. 

♦  Fostering  Intermodalism.  Facilitating  intermodal  connections  will  improve  the  efficiency  of 
transporting  people  and  goods  to  their  final  destination,  reduce  the  environmental  impact  of  transportation, 
and  help  to  optimize  energy  usage.  A  key  part  of  the  intermodalism  improvement  effort  is  developing 
in  the  Vertical  Flight  Program.  Vertical  Flight  capability  will  relieve  congestion  in  the  sky  and  on  the 
ground  at  airports  by  establishing  link  flights  to  off-airport  destinations,  and  by  shuttling  connecting 
passengers  to  less-congested  airports.  Tilt  rotor  and  variable  configuration  aircraft  introduce  a  tremendous 
flexibility  and  a  capacity  for  additional  "spoke"  flights  without  using  valuable  runways  at  peak  times,  or 
requiring  additional  terminal  or  airport  parking  space.  Tilt  rotor  aircraft  will  also  allow  connections  to 
other  modal  linkage  points,  such  as  light  rail  stations,  downtown  business  centers,  and  satellite  parking 
or  shuttle  services. 

To  facilitate  intermodal  connections,  airport  planning  and  design  research  is  geared  towards  integrating 
airports  into  the  national  transportation  network,  as  well  as  into  the  NAS,  in  particular  by  more  efficiently 
accommodating  traffic  demand  for  all  classes  of  aviation,  by  planning  and  designing  ground  access 
systems,  and  by  evaluating  and  optimizing  aircraft/terminal/passenger  facility  compatibility.  Research  is 
also  planned  to  optimize  airport  facility  designs  to  balance  the  relationships  between  access  roads  or  rights 
of  way  for  private  and  public  transportation  and  parking  lots. 

Aviation  system  and  terminal  capacity  planning  research  is  being  conducted  in  the  context  of  national 
transportation  needs  so  that  air  transportation  is  used  when  it  is  suitable  and  economically  efficient. 
Projects  aimed  at  short  term  reduction  of  traffic  bottlenecks  will  better  ensure  choice  and  competition  in 
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the  market  and  thus  the  more  efficient  movement  of  people  and  goods.  The  keys  to  intermodal  transport 
are  the  ability  to  reliably  make  intermodal  connections,  and  the  minimization  of  bottlenecks.  Advanced 
simulation  models  will  be  used  to  evaluate  potential  system  capacity  enhancements  and  operational  traffic 
flow  concepts.  The  research  will  include  exploiting  improved  weather  data,  and  traffic  modeling  for 
commuter,  charter,  and  business  aviation.  This  will  encourage  the  use  of  aviation,  reduce  bottlenecks,  and 
enable  more  user-preferred  routing,  thus  making  air  transportation  more  flexible  and  attractive,  and,  by 
reducing  fuel  tankering  requirements,  enable  aircraft  to  carry  more  cargo. 

The  table  below  provides  a  list  of  R,E&D  program  areas  describing  their  key  features,  benefits,  and  the 
program  area's  relationship  to  these  major  administration  themes. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  R,E&D  PROGRAMS  TO  MAJOR  ADMINISTRATION  THEMES 


Program 
Area 

Feature 

Major  Administration  Themes 

Benefits 

Ecooooilc  ProduclIvtt7                                1 

Safety/Security                                  11 

EiiTlronnwntal  ProlcctioD      11 

Tedmoloflcal 
Loulenhip 

Air  TrafHc  Managemeni 

System 

Ability  to  Handle  Increased 
Traffic 

Reduce  Operaung  Costs 
Reduce  Flight  Delays 
Accommodate  Requested  Routes 

Oceanic  ATC  Automation 

Ability  (0  Handle  Increased 
TrafTic 

Reduce  Operating  Costs 
Reduce  Flight  Delays 
Accommodate  Requested  Routes 

• 

TerminaJ  ATC  Auiomauon 

Ability  to  Improve  Aircrafl 

Reduce  Operating  Costs 
Reduce  Right  Delays 

Airport  Surface  Traffic 
Auiomauon 

Ability  to  Prevent  Runway 
Accidcnts^ncidents 

Surface 

Aviation  System  Capaaty 
Planning 

Ability  to  F^vide  Short  Term 
Capacity  Improvements 

Reduce  Impact  of  Projected 
Traffic  Bonlenccks 

• 

TrafTic  Alen  and  Collision 
Avoidance  System 

Ability  10  Reduce  Chance  for 
Midair  Collision 

Improve  Safety  in  Air 

Vertical  Flight  Program 

Ability  to  Create  More  Efficient 
Linkages  With  Ground 
Transportation  Modes 

Increase  Traffic  Row  in  Existing 

Facilities 

Relieve  Congestion  in  Airports 

• 

National  Simulaiion  Capability 

Ability  to  Validate  Ideas 
Ability  lo  Engage  in  Applied 
Research 

Reduce  Development  Risk 
Improve  Human  Factors 

Aeronautical  Data  Unk 

Ability  to  Fully  Use  Data  Link 

Capability 

Reduce  Miscommunicauon 
Between  Pilot  and  Controller 
•  Reduce  Congestion  in 
Communication  Links 

Satellite  Navigation 

Ability  to  Use  Satellites  in 
Aircraft  Navigation 

-  Reduce  Opcraung  Costs 
Reduce  Delays 

Terminal  Aica  Surveillance 
System 

Ability  to  Define  Next 
Generation  Sensors 

Increase  Terminal  Area  Capacity 
Increase  Airport  Safety 

Weather  Detection/ 
Dissemination 

Ability  to  Reduce  Impact  of 
Weather 

Reduce  Delays  Due  to  Weather 
Reduce  Operating  Cost 

Airport  Technology 

Ability  to  Improve  Airport 
Planning.  Design,  Construction 
and  Operation 

Reduce  Airport  and  Airline 

Operating  Costs 

Reduce  Airpon  Surface  Accidents 

• 

Aircraft  Systems  Fur  Safety 

Ability  to  Improve  Fire 
Detection  and  Suppression 

Reduce  Fire  Related  Injuries  and 

Deaths 

• 
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RELATIONSHIP  OF  R,E&D  PROGRAMS  TO  MAJOR  ADMINISTRATION  THEMES 


Program 
Area 

■ : — n 

Featnre 

Benefits 

Mgjor  AdministratioD  Themes     1 

„ 

K               > 

II 

SttittjfStaatty                               11 

- 

TtduMlogiol             11 

Imennodalinn 

AucraA  CrashwonhiDKS 

Ability  10  Lnctrast  Passenger 
Pnwflion  From  jn  Accident 

Reduce  Crash  Related  Injunes 
and  Deaths 

Propulsion  and  Fuel  Systems 

Ability  10  Increase  the  Safety, 
Reliability,  and  Durability  of 
Engines  and  Fuel  Systems 

Enhance  Airworthiness 
-  Reduce  Accidents 

• 

Flighi  Safety/Atmospheric 
Hazards  Research 

Ability  to  Improve  Methods  for 
Dealing  With  Ice.  Lightning, 
and  Other  Hazards 

Reduce  Accidents 

Develop  Criteria  for  Aircraft 

Design 

• 

Aging  Airtnft 

Ability  to  Detect.  Control  and 
Pievent  Aircraft  Sinictural 
Weaknesses 

Reduce  Accidents 
'  Develop  Criteria  for  Aircraft 
Design 

Ability  to  Prevent  Catastrophic 
Aircraft  Failures 

Reduce  Crash  Related  Injuries 
and  Deaths 
Reduce  Hull  Losses 

Fire  Research 

Ability  to  Improve  Fire  Safety 
characteristics  of  aircraft 

-  Eliminate  fire  as  a  cause  of 
fatalities  in  aircrmft  accidents 

Threat  Detection 

■  Ability  to  Improve  Weapons 
and  Explosives  Detection 

-  Eliminate  Terrorum 

-  Increase  Public  Confidence 

• 

NaiionaJ  Ainpace  System 
Security 

Ability  to  Evaluate  Security 
Improvement  Ideas 

Reduce  Security  Threats 

Aircraft  Hardenmg 

Ability  to  Reduce  Damage 
From  Explosives 

'  Reduce  Explosive  Related  Injones 
and  Deaths 
Reduce  Hull  Losses 

Human  Factors  and 
Aeromedical  Research 

Ability  to  Reduce  Human 
Errors  or  Inefficiencies 

Reduce  Human  Caused  Accidents. 
Incidents  and  Inefficiencies 

Environment  and  Energy 

'  Ability  to  Reduce  Noise  and 
Air  Pollution 
Ability  to  Conserve  Fuel 

Improve  Air  Quality 

Reduce  Noise 

Reduce  Fuel  Consumption 

• 

Innovati  ve/Coopcrau  vc 
Research 

Ability  to  Jointly  Develop  New 
Ideas 

Stimulate  Market  Productivity 
Increase  Technology  Injection 

• 

• 

2.2   OVERALL  BENEFITS 

An  initial  estimate  of  the  benefits  associated  with  the  implementation  of  the  R,E&D  program  has  been 
made;  however,  quantitative  evaluations  have  been  performed  for  only  a  subset  of  the  projects. 
Conservative  estimates  of  these  partial  benefits  yield  $115  billion  in  constant  1992  dollars  accruing 
between  the  years  1993  and  2015.  Benefits  cut  across  many  R,E&D  projects.  A  brief  discussion  of  the 
benefits  in  each  of  the  nine  thrust  areas  follows. 

1.     Capacity  and  Air  Traffic  Management 

An  evaluation  of  several  of  the  major  programs  or  groups  of  programs  in  the  area  of  Capacity  and  Air 
Traffic  Management  has  resulted  in  constant  1990  dollars  benefits  ranging  from  SI  billion  to  $3  billion 
per  year  from  1993  through  2015.  Approximately  58  percent  of  these  benefits  are  expected  to  come  from 
reduced  aircraft  operating  costs  (e.g.,  crew  utilization,  fuel,  and  maintenance)  with  the  remaining 
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42  percent  from  direct  time  savings  to  passengers.  These  benefits  were  based  on  conservative  estimates 
of  expected  capacity  gains  and  the  resulting  reductions  in  airline  delays  at  96  of  the  largest  NAS  airports. 
The  savings  come  from: 

♦  Reducing  arrival  delays  by  reducing  restrictions  over  arrival  fixes; 

♦  Increasing  the  capacity  by  reducing  arrival  dispersions  at  arrival  fixes  and  final  approach; 

♦  Increasing  capacity  and  efficiency  through  reduced  oceanic  separation  standards  and  the 
establishment  of  more  efficient  oceanic  tracks;  and 

♦  Increasing  airport  capacity  through  new  triple-parallel  runway  operations  at  eleven  airports  in 
the  NAS. 

The  Air  Traffic  Management  system  directly  impacts  capacity  and  system  safety.  For  example,  the 
R,E&D  program  is  presently  developing  a  comprehensive  surface  safety  system  to  prevent  runway 
incursions  and  guard  against  pilot,  controller,  and  ground  vehicle  operator  errors.  This  program 
contributes  to  national  safety,  economic  growth,  and  linking  transportation  and  environmental  policy. 

2.  Communications,  Navigation,  and  Surveillance 

Enhancements  in  this  area  provide  the  basis  for  dramatic  improvements  in  system  performance,  including: 
improved  safety,  reduced  delays,  and  increased  capacity.  The  system  elements  that  provide  these  benefits 
will  contribute  to  American  high  technology  competitiveness.  Communications,  navigation,  and 
surveillance  are  fields  which  are  ideally  suited  for  defense  conversion  efforts.  In  particular,  the  FAA  is 
making  use  of  the  Department  of  Defense's  (DOD)  as  well  as  NASA's  expertise  in  satellite  technology. 

The  Global  Positioning  System  (GPS),  which  was  originally  developed  for  military  needs,  will  be  available 
for  civilian  applications.  The  Satellite  Navigation  Program  may  allow  the  use  of  the  GPS  system  as  a 
primary  means  of  air  navigation.  Differential  GPS,  providing  near  Category  1  landing  capabilities,  could 
be  available  at  those  airports  not  currently  scheduled  to  receive  precision  landing  equipment.  It  will  also 
allow  general  aviation  aircraft  not  equipped  with  Instrument  Landing  Systems  (ILS)  or  Microwave 
Landing  Systems  (MLS)  avionics  to  use  their  en  route  navigation  system  to  make  precision  landings. 

GPS  and  advanced,  high  reliability  communications  systems  can  potentially  be  useful  in  other  economic 
sectors,  including  other  transportation  modes. 

3.  Weather 

Hazardous  weather  is  the  leading  cause  of  system  delay  and  a  major  contributing  factor  to  aviation 
accidents.  System  capacity  is  lost  or  inefficiently  distributed  when  weather  restrictions  cannot  be 
accurately  predicted.  R,E&D  weather  projects,  several  of  which  utilize  the  research  of  other  federal 
agencies,  are  geared  to  more  accurately  describing  and  predicting  the  location,  extent,  and  movement  of 
hazardous  weather.  This  will  enable  improved  flight  planning,  reduce  delays  and  diversions,  and  better 
enable  ground  crews  to  operate  in  hazardous  weather  (e.g.,  deicing).  Improved  oceanic  weather 
forecasting,  analysis  of  upper  winds  and  temperature,  and  severe  weather  location  will  enhance  flight 
planning  and  traffic  management  of  routes,  thus  increasing  the  safety  of  the  system.  Timely  and  accurate 
weather  information  is  critical  to  planning  fuel  and  time  efficient  flight  plans,  which  directly  support 
national  energy  conservation,  environmental  protection,  and  productivity  goals. 

An  evaluation  of  the  FAA's  weather  R&D  initiatives  estimated  total  benefits  of  at  least  $2  billion  in 
constant  1992  dollars  through  2006. 
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4.  Airport  Technologies 

Airport  technology  research  is  expected  to  lead  to  techniques  and  design  standards  that  will  increase  the 
benefits  that  accrue  from  the  application  of  Airport  Improvement  Program  (AIP)  funds.  For  example, 
airport  pavement  improvements,  runway  layouts,  terminal  access  and  egress  designs,  and  vertiport  design 
standards  will  increase  infrastructure  life  and  system  capacity,  and  foster  intermodalism  by  better 
integrating  airports  into  the  local,  regional,  or  national  transportation  system. 

During  the  period  1990  to  1999,  an  estimated  $40.5  billion  will  be  required  to  provide  a  safe,  efficient, 
and  integrated  system  of  public-use  airports  under  the  FAA's  National  Plan  of  Integrated  Airport  Systems 
(NPIAS).  Of  this  total,  42  percent,  or  $17  billion,  will  be  spent  on  constructing,  maintaining,  and 
rehabilitating  airport  pavements.  Research  into  pavement  technology  has  the  potential  to  provide  large 
economic  benefits.  Including  AIP  matching  funds,  estimates  for  new  and  repaired  pavements  are  about 
$2  billion  per  year.  New,  larger,  heavier,  but  more  efficient  aircraft  designs  (e.g.,  B-777  and  MD-12)  will 
require  additional  runway  loading  capability.  Improvements  in  pavement  life  of  only  5  percent  could 
eventually  save  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  per  year  from  reduced  airport  repaving  costs. 

5.  Aircraft  Safety 

An  important  element  in  the  public  confidence  is  the  continued  safety  record  of  the  aircraft  fleet.  Aviation 
safety  is  the  FAA's  highest  priority.  This  area  focuses  on  developing  technologies  that  maintain  or 
improve  aircraft  safety  in  an  evolving  and  demanding  aviation  environment.  Key  challenges  which  the 
R,E&D  Plan  are  addressing  include  maintaining  the  flight  integrity  and  safety  of  not  only  an  aging  air 
carrier  fleet  but  also  new  generation  aircraft  which  will  employ  advanced  materials  and  technologies, 
research  on  safer  propulsion  and  fuel  systems,  and  enhancing  the  crashworthiness  and  fire  resistance  of 
aircraft.  Equally,  the  FAA  is  investing  research  funding  to  prevent  or  mitigate  accidents  such  as  the  Sioux 
City.  Iowa  (Sioux  Gateway  Airport)  catastrophic  engine  failure  accident  that  took  place  in  July  1989.  The 
direct  costs  of  this  accident,  including  fatalities,  aircraft  replacement,  and  accident  investigation  totalled 
over  $3(X)  million. 

Aircraft  fire  safety  and  crashworthiness  research  will  provide  improvements  that  reduce  fatalities,  injuries, 
and  hull  loss  and  improve  aircraft  designs  and  maintenance  and  inspection  procedures.  This,  in  turn,  will 
increase  airline  profitability  and  reduce  costs  to  the  public. 

More  efficient  use  of  non-destructive  testing  of  airframes  could  produce  benefits  on  the  order  of 
$40  million  per  year.  A  similar  improvement  in  the  efficiency  of  engine  maintenance  could  achieve 
$20  million  per  year  in  benefits.  An  additional  $30  million  per  year  could  accrue  due  to  the  use  of  more 
effective  inspection  and  avoiding  any  major  air  safety  accidents  through  failure  of  airframe  or  engine. 
Research  in  aircraft  fire  safety  might  save  about  30  to  35  fire  fatalities  per  year  in  otherwise  survivable 
accidents,  and  about  135  fatalities  worldwide. 

6.  Security 

Because  of  its  high  visibility,  civil  aviation  continues  to  be  an  attractive  target  for  terrorists  or  individuals 
with  other  criminal  motives.  The  threat  level  has  escalated  from  hijacking  in  the  mid  70' s  to  terrorist 
activities  aimed  at  disrupting  or  destroying  specific  air  transportation  elements.  The  tragedy  that  befell 
the  270  victims  of  Pan  Am  Flight  !03  over  Lockerbie,  Scotland,  had  an  estimated  direct  cost  of  $700 
million,  which  does  not  include  aviation  industry  revenue  losses  due  to  public  loss  of  confidence. 

Even  the  threat  of  attack  on  a  specific  target  is  sufficient  to  cause  significant  disruptions  and  economic 
impact.  For  example,  the  Persian  Gulf  war  caused  a  reduction  of  consumer  confidence  in  the  security  of 
the  system.     As  a  result,  scheduled  air  miles  for  domestic  flights  decreased  by  5.2  percent,  with 

RED- 16 


1460 


international  flight  miles  on  United  States  carriers  decreasing  by  16.2  percent.  In  the  face  of  this  kind  of 
threat,  continued  public  confidence  in  the  security  of  the  aviation  system  in  general,  and  U.S.  airports  and 
carriers  in  particular,  is  key  to  the  continued  viability  of  these  services  and  the  resulting  economic  benefits. 

The  FAA  initiatives  in  system  security  are  designed  to  achieve  benefits  through  the  development  of 
systems  that  prevent  or  deter  hijacking  and  sabotage.  Some  of  this  research  utilizes  the  Department  of 
Defense's  expertise  in  security  techniques.  An  initial  assessment  of  this  area  indicates  benefits  on  the 
order  of  $40  million  per  year  from  the  ability  to  reduce  the  cost  of  airport  security  services,  while 
providing  increased  protection.  As  technology  becomes  increasingly  automated,  the  need  for  manpower 
decreases.  The  benefit  of  avoiding  both  the  direct  and  indirect  costs  of  just  one  major  incident  would  be 
$80  million  per  year. 

7.  Human  Factors  and  Aviation  Medicine 

While  the  outline  of  the  future  system  and  associated  new  technologies  are  fairly  clear,  a  major  design 
challenge  in  realizing  the  projected  benefits  centers  on  the  ability  of  people  to  effectively  utilize  the  new 
systems  and  capabilities.  Thus,  integrating  human  factors  research  into  all  areas  of  the  R,E&D  Plan  is 
crucial.  For  example,  when  new  and  higher  levels  of  automation  are  introduced  into  the  cockpit  and  in 
ground  systems,  the  roles  of  the  pilot,  controller,  and  technician  will  change  dramatically.  Human  factors 
research  is  required  to  ensure  that  this  transition  is  affected  smoothly  and  safely.  In  the  cockpit,  as  on  the 
ground,  new  technologies  will  introduce  digital  and  analog  signal  mixes,  graphics  displays,  and  procedures 
that  will  alter  the  nature  of  displayed  information  and  actions  and  responsibilities  of  pilots  and  controllers. 

Testing  and  evaluating  these  new  concepts,  systems,  and  equipment  will  require  greater  attention  to  human 
factors  than  even  before.  Research  will  need  to  address  the  interaction  of  the  pilot  with  the  aircraft 
systems,  the  controller  with  the  air  traffic  management  system,  and  the  interaction  between  pilot  and 
controller.  Training  facilities  and  approaches  must  be  developed  to  handle  the  introduction  and  operation 
of  new,  sophisticated  equipment  and  procedures.  This  research  area  is  directed  to  ensuring  that  the  design 
effectively  integrates  the  human  factor  and  the  machine  to  realize  the  expected  benefits.  In  addition  to 
FAA  expertise,  the  R,E&D  Plan  includes  cooperative  agreements  with  NASA  to  study  human  factors  in 
flight  operations,  to  assess  cockpit  design  concepts,  and  other  collaborative  efforts.  Efforts  are  underway 
to  establish  similar  cooperative  efforts  with  the  Defense  Department. 

8.  Environment  and  Energy  Conservation 

The  primary  focus  in  this  research  area  is  on  reducing  aircraft  noise  and  engine  emissions.    Currently, 

nearly  3  million  Americans  live  in  areas  significantly  impacted  by  airplane  noise.  While  noise  reduction 

measures  have  not  constrained  all  airports,  in  others,  the  potential  capacity  has  been  reduced  by 

30  percent.  R.E&D  projects  are  geared  to  both  developing  noise  abatement  measures  which  would  least 

constrain  aviation,  and  developing  models  to  assess  the  noise  impact  of  various  strategies.  A  cooperative 

agreement  with  NASA  will  evaluate  engine  design  parameters,  advanced  materials,  and  noise  control 

technologies. 

In  order  to  minimize  the  impact  to  the  air  of  aircraft  engines,  R,E&D  efforts  are  evaluating  energy 
conservation  measures,  investigating  new  engine  and  fuel  concepts,  and  modeling  these  concepts  to  assess 
their  emissions  and  the  resultant  atmospheric  impact.  An  assessment  of  the  benefits  associated  with  these 
projects  is  underway.  The  assessment  of  noise  reduction  strategies  will  be  built  around  the  value  of 
meeting  local  noise  restrictions  with  the  least  impact  on  airport  capacity  and  system  delays.  Finding 
methods  to  reduce  aircraft  engine  emissions  will  yield  significant  benefits,  such  as  improving  the  quality 
of  life  for  people  living  close  to  the  airport  environment.  Given  that  many  nations  are  imposing  aircraft 
emission  standards,  quieter  and  cleaner  burning  engines  will  increase  U.S.  competitiveness  in  the  global 
market. 
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9.      Innovative  and  Cooperative  Research 

The  objective  of  the  innovative  and  cooperative  research  program  is  to  provide  the  FAA  with  flexible  and 
responsive  mechanisms  to  access  forefront  research  of  universities,  govemment  laboratories,  and  the 
private  sector. 
/ 

The  Innovative  and  Cooperative  Program  allows  govemment  agencies,  laboratories,  and  universities  to 
jointly  develop  research  programs  and  share  the  results.  This  maximizes  the  utilization  of  our  resources 
and  eliminates  duplication  of  effort.  Through  Aviation  Research  Grants  and  Centers  of  Excellence, 
Cooperative  Research  and  Development  Agreements  (CRDA's),  Small  Business  Innovative  Research 
contracts,  and  the  Independent  Research  and  Development  (IR«&D)  program,  the  FAA  utilizes  a  wide  range 
of  expertise  from  other  federal  agencies,  academia,  and  the  private  sector  and  encourages  broad  community 
participation  in  the  R,E&D  Plan. 

In  order  to  maximize  the  return  on  the  investment  in  our  National  laboratories  and  Govemment  research 
agencies,  research  is  shared  throughout  Federal  agencies  such  as  the  Departments  of  Defense  (DOD), 
Energy  (DOE),  Commerce  (DOC)  and  Agriculture.  FAA  has  agreements  with  NASA,  DOD,  DOE,  and 
DOC,  and  is  also  engaged  in  discussions  with  Air  Force  laboratories.  Navy,  Army,  Advanced  Research 
Project  Agency  (ARPA),  and  the  National  Institute  of  Science  and  Technology  (NIST).  The  Technology 
Reinvestment  Program  (TRP)  is  also  supported  by  the  FAA. 

The  Aviation  Research  Grants  program  currently  comprises  over  60  grants.  The  FAA  grants  focus  on  a 
range  of  technologies  and  disciplines  including  communications,  navigation  and  surveillance,  aviation 
security  technology,  air  traffic  control  and  automation,  analytical  studies  and  simulation,  and  human 
factors,  aircraft  and  airport  safety  research,  and  aviation  medicine.  Other  FAA  special  emphasis  areas  are 
identified  in  the  FAA's  R,E&D  Plan  and  specifically  selected  as  Centers  of  Excellence  by  the  FAA 
Administrator. 

Technology  Transfer  is  the  process  by  which  knowledge,  facilities,  or  capabilities  developed  by  Federal 
laboratories  or  agencies  are  transferred  to  the  private  sector  to  expand  the  U.S.  technology  base  and  to 
maximize  the  return  on  federally  funded  R.E&D.  Technology  transfer  is  a  critical  process  to  help  the 
private  sector  meet  the  challenges  of  the  changing  global  economic  environment.  The  Cooperative 
Research  and  Development  Agreement  (CRDA)  is  the  vehicle  for  formalizing  technology  transfer 
agreements.  The  FAA  has  over  50  CRDA's  in  process.  The  subject  areas  include  aviation  weather 
information  systems,  radar  sensors,  dau  communication  systems,  integration  of  flight  management 
capabilities  for  ATC,  and  use  of  composites  for  maintenance  and  structural  repair  of  aircraft.  Successful 
results  of  these  technology  transfer  efforts  go  directly  into  the  mainstream  of  the  private  sector  for 
conunercialization . 

The  FAA  and  NASA  have  several  joint  aerospace  research  programs  which  make  use  of  two  NASA 
facilities,  the  Ames  and  Langley  Research  Centers.  These  laboratories  account  for  approximately 
$7  million  in  annual  developmental  research  expenditures.  Cooperative  R&D  will  continue  under 
memoranda  of  understanding  and  project  tasks  established  in  human  factors,  severe  weather,  cockpit/ ATC 
integration,  air  worthiness,  environmental  compatibility,  aging  aircraft  technology,  and  program  support. 
The  FAA's  R,E&D  program  further  benefits  from  NASA  by  leveraging  NASA's  resources  toward 
common  NASA/FAA  initiatives. 

The  Transportation  Research  Board  stimulates  research  in  all  areas  of  the  NAS  and  disseminates  the  results 
through  fomms,  conferences  and  workshops.  The  Board  is  a  vital  link  with  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  for  aviation  related  issues. 
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The  University  Fellowship  Research  Program  allows  participants  to  do  in-depth  studies  in  FAA  facilities 
and  laboratories  under  the  regimen  of  formal  graduate  course  work,  particularly  in  areas  related  to  air 
traffic  control  systems. 

The  Joint  University  Program  is  now  included  in  the  Aviation  Research  Grants  Program  for  Air 
Transportation  Research.  It  is  a  coordinated  set  of  three  grants,  jointly  sponsored  by  NASA  Langley 
Research  Center  and  the  FAA.  The  grant  recipients  are  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology,  Ohio 
University,  and  Princeton  University.  This  program  helps  recruit  talented  engineers  and  scientists  into  the 
area  of  new  aerospace  technology  and  thus  encourages  further  research  and  innovation  in  future  United 
States  technologies. 

The  goals  of  this  program  are  consistent  with  the  aeronautical  interests  of  both  NASA  and  the  FAA  in 
furthering  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  the  National  Airspace  System.  The  following  graph  depicts  several 
of  the  major  R.E&D  Plan  programs  as  a  representative  cross-section  of  annual  expenditures  to  National 
laboratories  and  universities: 


National  Laboratory  and  College/University  Expenditures 
for  Representative  R&D  Programs 


Millions 


S  National  Labs  0  Colleges/Universities 


Based  on  FY  1993  Data 


2.3   SUMMARY 

The  FAA's  R,E&D  program  contributes  significantly  to  five  major  administration  themes  (economic 
growth,  safety,  environmental  protection,  technological  leadership,  and  intermodalism).  The  economic 
benefits  of  those  portions  of  the  R,E&D  program  evaluated  far  outweigh  its  cost.  In  addition,  the  program 
has  far  reaching  impacts  in  other  industries  in  terms  of  stimulating  new  economic  growth,  jobs,  and 
technological  spin-offs;  and  in  promoting  American  competitiveness. 

The  R,E&D  program  underpins  the  future  Capital  Investment  Plan  (CIP)  by  addressing  new  and  emerging 
technologies  for  inclusion  into  the  NAS,  providing  for  technology  transfer  to  other  areas,  and  permitting 
the  FAA  to  explore  and  develop  new  ideas.  This  will  lead  to  further  cooperative  agreements  and  sharing 
of  technologies  with  National  laboratories,  industry,  other  federal  agencies,  and  institutions  of  higher 
learning  to  avoid  duplication  of  efforts  and  unnecessary  expenditure  of  valuable  R,E&D  funds. 
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SECTION  3 
THE  FY  1995  R,E&D  BUDGET  REQUEST 


3.1    INTRODUCTION 

In  order  to  realize  the  significant  potential  benefits  and  contributions  to  priorities  discussed  in  Section  2, 
an  5.0  percent  increase  over  the  FY  1994  Congressional  Budget  Submission  is  requested  for  FY  1995. 
The  total  FY  1995  R,E&D  budget  of  $266.8  million  will  enable  FAA  to  meet  the  broad  objectives  and 
requirements  discussed  in  the  FAA  Strategic  Plan. 

32   BUDGET  ACTIVITY  SUMMARY 

Budget  Activity FY  1995  Request 

1  R.E&D  Management  and  Infrastructure  *  $  9,673,000 

2  Capacity  and  Air  Traffic  Management  Technology  81,901,000 

3  Communications,  Navigation  and  Surveillance  39,472,000 

4  Weather  2,909,000 

5  Airport  Technology  9,443,000 

6  Aircraft  Safety  Technology  51,004,000 

7  System  Security  Technology  36,604,000 

8  Human  Factors  and  Aviation  Medicine  25,329,000 

9  Environment  and  Energy  5,429,000 
10  Innovative/Cooperative  Research  5,036,000 

Total  FY  1995  Request  $266,800,000 

*  Formerly  Management  and  Analysis 

3.3  MAJOR  INCREASES  FROM  FY  1994 

The  following  R,E&D  technical  programs  have  been  increased  for  FY  1995  by  over  $1  million  from  the 
nf  1994  Congressional  Submission. 

Program FY  1995  Increase 

Air  Traffic  Management  Technology  •*  4,691,000 

Terminal  ATC  Automation  (TATCA)  2,051,000 

System  Capacity,  Planning,  and  Improvement  1,171,000 

Cockpit  Technology  1,362,000 

Communications  4,588,000 

Surveillance  2,217,000 

Weather  1.001,000 

Airport  Technology  1,934,000 

Advanced  Materials/Structural  Safety  1,133,000 

Propulsion  and  Fuel  Systems  1,652,000 

Flight  Safety/Aunospheric  Hazards  2,070,000 

Fire  Research  5,028,000 

Aeromedical  Research  *••  1.797,000 

*•    Reflects  movement  of  Operational  Traffic  Flow  Planning  from  Modeling  and  Simulation. 
••♦  Reflects  realignment  of  ongoing  tasks  from  other  budget  lines  within  Budget  Activity  8. 

3.4  RELATIONSHIP  OF  R,E&D  BUDGET  TO  MAJOR  ADMINISTRATION  THEMES 

The  R,E&D  budget  supports  the  5  major  administration  themes,  with  primary  emphasis  on  the  safety  and 
efficiency  (economic  growth)  of  the  NAS.  The  contributions  of  each  R,E&D  budget  line  item  to  the 
major  administration  themes  are  displayed  in  the  following  table. 
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Relationship  of  R,E&D  Budget  to  Major  Administration  Themes 

(m 

Thousands  of  Dollars) 

Budget 
Item* 

Project  TiUe 

Economy 

Safety/ 
Security 

EnvironmenI 

Technology 

Inter- 
modalism 

ToUl 

la 

R,E&D  Plans  and  Programs 

1.742 

2,131 

0 

0 

0 

3,873 

lb 

Technical  Laboratory  Facility 

2,610 

3.190 

0 

0 

0 

5.800 

2a 

Air  Traffic  Management  Technology 

8,180 

2.883 

0 

0 

0 

11,063 

2b 

Oceanic  Automation  Program 

8,580 

1.281 

0 

1.049 

0 

10,910 

2c 

Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation   (TATCA) 

13,705 

3.537 

0 

0 

0 

17,242 

2d 

Runway  Incursion  Reduction/Tower  Automation 

2,675 

5.460 

0 

0 

0 

8,135 

2e 

System  Capacity.  Planning  and  Improvements 

9.556 

1. 67 1 

0 

0 

1.103 

12,330 

2f 

Cockpit  Technology 

0 

7.613 

0 

0 

0 

7,613 

2g 

Vertical  Right  Program 

1.831 

0 

0 

0 

1.832 

3,663 

2h 

Modeling,  Analysis,  and  Simulation 

7.814 

1,263 

0 

838 

0 

9.915 

2i 

Future  Airway  Facilities  Technology 

1.030 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,030 

3a 

Communications 

11.957 

4,051 

0 

3,325 

0 

19,333 

3b 

Navigation 

10.586 

1,600 

0 

2,736 

0 

14,922 

3c 

Surveillance 

3.589 

1,132 

0 

4% 

0 

5.217 

4a 

Weather 

838 

2,071 

0 

0 

0 

2.909 

5a 

Airport  Technology 

2.071 

2,967 

0 

4.193 

212 

9.443 

6a 

Aircraft  Systems  Fiie  Safety 

0 

2,752 

1,519 

1,066 

0 

5.337 

6b 

Advanced  Materials/Structural  Safety 

0 

2.245 

0 

3,000 

0 

5.245 

6c 

Propulsion  and  Fuel  Systems 

0 

1.553 

665 

2,218 

0 

4.436 

6d 

Right  Safety/Atmospheric  Hazards  Research 

0 

2.279 

691 

2J26 

0 

5.296 

6e 

Aging  Aircraft 

0 

11.706 

0 

11,251 

0 

22.957 

6f 

Aircraft  Catastrophic  Failure  Prevention  Research 

0 

1,894 

0 

811 

0 

2.705 

6g 

Fire  Research 

0 

1,005 

0 

4,023 

0 

5.028 

7a 

Explosives  and  Weapons  Detection 

2.356 

18,962 

0 

2,357 

0 

23.675 

7b 

NAS  Security 

297 

1,581 

0 

99 

0 

1.977 

7c 

Aviatior  Security  Human  Factors 

469 

2,499 

0 

156 

0 

3.124 

7d 

Aircraft  Hardening 

783 

6,262 

0 

783 

0 

7.828 

8a 

Rightdeck  Human  Factors 

0 

6,890 

0 

0 

0 

6.890 

8b 

Air  Traffic  Control  Human  Factors 

1.550 

4,648 

0 

0 

0 

6.198 

8c 

Airway  Facilities  Maintenance  Human  Factors 

584 

1,749 

0 

0 

0 

2.333 

8d 

Rightdeck/ATC  System  Integration 

550 

1,649 

0 

0 

0 

2.199 

8e 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Human  Factors 

394 

1,185 

0 

0 

0 

1.579 

8f 

Aeromedical  Research 

1,762 

4.368 

0 

0 

0 

6.130 

9a 

Environment  and  Energy 

1.035 

0 

3,755 

639 

0 

5.429 

lOa 

Innovative/Cooperative  Research 

915 

1.351 

415 

2.339 

16 

5.036 

ToUl 

97,459 

115,428 

7,045 

43,705 

3,163 

266,800 

Percentage 

37% 

43% 

3% 

16% 

1% 

100% 
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3J  IN-HOUSE  CAPABILITY 


The  ability  of  the  FAA  to  reach  its  R,E&D  milestones  and  objectives  is  dependent  upon  the  recruitment  and 
retention  of  qualified  personnel.  To  ensure  continuing  success  in  the  development  of  state-of-the-art 
technologies  (and  their  subsequent  implementation  into  the  National  Airspace  System)  requires  a  cadre  of 
highly  trained,  multi-disciplined  specialists  to  support  these  programs.  These  experts,  with  knowledge  in 
engineering,  computer  science,  mathematics,  aviation  medicine,  and  other  technical  fields,  are  critical  to  future 
progress  of  the  R,E&D  program.  In  addition  to  achieving  both  broad  and  specific  FAA  objectives,  the 
R,E&D  program  also  contributes  to  improvements  in  international  aviation.  The  R,E&D  work  force  for  FY 
1995  remains  at  645  full-time  permanent  (FTP)  positions. 

There  are  147  FTP  positions  at  Washington  Headquarters.  These  positions  are  directly  concerned  with 
increasing  the  productivity  and  efficiency  of  today's  human  resources  and  capital  investments  and  with 
developing  the  system  concepts  and  components  to  meet  future  requirements  for  increased  airport/airway 
system  capacity  and  safety.  System  development  personnel  are  actively  involved  in  the  planning,  direction, 
and  conduct  of  system  development  research  in  the  areas  of  capacity  and  air  traffic  management  (ATM) 
technology;  communications,  navigation  and  surveillance;  weather;  and  human  factors  research.  Major 
functions  include  the  development  of  highly  technical  programs;  the  coordination  of  these  programs  with 
domestic  and  international  organizations;  and  with  providing  technical  expertise  in  support  of  critical  capacity 
and  safety  efforts. 

A  total  of  405  FTP  positions  are  located  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  located  in  Atlantic  City,  New  Jersey. 
This  Center  conducts  tests  and  evaluations  of  projects  in  all  phases  of  air  navigation,  air  traffic  control,  airport 
design  and  development,  aircraft  safety,  and  aircraft/airport  security.  Projects  include  expanded  efforts  in 
airport  security  technology  development  and  demonstration,  structural  integrity  life  management  and 
nondestructive  inspection  techniques  for  aging  aircraft,  and  human  factors  research  relating  to  airway  facilities 
maintenance.  Operational  test  and  evaluation  personnel  conduct  research  that  encompasses  capacity  and  ATM 
technology,  communications,  navigation  and  surveillance,  airport  technology,  aircraft  safety  and  system 
security  technologies,  human  factors,  and  innovative/cooperative  research. 

The  Civil  Aeromedical  Institute  (CAMI),  located  in  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma,  currently  has  93  FTP 
positions.  CAMI  is  responsible  for  expanding  FAA  knowledge  of  the  biomedical  factors  contributing  to 
control  and/or  flight  errors  and  incidents  within  the  NAS«nd  for  developing  control  methods  for  these  factors 
where  possible.  The  aeromedical  research  function,  is  primarily  directed  toward  human  factors  and  aviation 
medicine. 


Distribution  of  In-House  Capability 


Headquarters 
23% 


Full-Time  Permanent  (FTP)  Positions 
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3.5   SUMMARY  OF  PERSONNEL  REQUIREMENTS 


FY  1993 

FY  1994 

Py  1995 

Actual 

Change 

Estimate 

Change 

Request 

FTP  Positions: 

Washington  Headquarters 

147 

0 

147 

0 

147 

Technical  Center 

405 

0 

405 

0 

405 

CAMI 

93 

0 

93 

0 

93 

Total  Positions 

645 

0 

645 

0 

645 

Full  Time  Equivalents  (FTE) 


710 


692 


692 


Personnel  Compensation  (K$) 

and  Benefits 

45,408 

+2,679 

48,087 

+1,601' 

49,688 

Travel 

3,936 

+524 

4,460 

+257' 

4,717 

Permanent  Change  of  Station 

375 

+775 

1,150 

0 

1,150 

Other  Objects 

3,277 

-331 

2.946 

+2.443' 

5,389 

Total  Funding 

$52,996 

+3,647 

$56,643 

+4,301 

$60,944 

'Nondiscretionary  increases  in  personnel  compensation  and  benefits  total  $1.6  million  and  are  required  to 
finance:  (1)  +  $316  thousand  for  annualized  wage  adjustments  effective  for  only  part  of  FY  1994  as  well 
as  anticipated  wage  adjustments  for  FY  1995;  (2)  +  $418  thousand  for  annualization  of  1994  locality  pay; 
(3)  +  $595  thousand  for  the  cost  of  the  FY  1995  pay  raise;  and  (4)  +  $272  thousand  associated  benefits. 

'The  $257  thousand  increase  in  travel  accounts  for  inflation  and  a  modest  growth  associated  with  the  Satellite 
Navigation,  TATCA,  and  ASTA  programs. 

'The  additional  $2.4  million  requested  in  other  objects  for  FY  1995  is  to  provide  for  inflation,  repair, 
maintenance,  equipment,  and  training  including  support  for  various  test  facilities  at  the  FAA  Technical  Center. 
The  test  facilities  include  laboratories  for  drop  testing,  structural  testing,  engine  fuel  testing,  fire  testing,  and 
the  new  27,000  square  foot  Aviation  Security  Laboratory  opened  in  FY  1993. 

3.6  GENERAL  COMMENT 

The  narrative  justifications  are  presented  in  a  format  which  includes  a  basis  for  request,  the  program  request, 
benefits,  major  milestones,  and  funding  summaries.  The  milestones  provided  beyond  1995  are  shown  for 
planning  purposes  only. 
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RESEARCH,  ENOXNEERXNQ  AMD  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AXRVtAYS  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Coii5>arative  Summary  of  Appropriation 
(Dollars  in  Thousands) 


R,E&D  Management  and  Infrastructure 

R,E&D  Plans  and  Programs 
Technical  Laboratory  Facility 

Capacity  and  Air  Traffic  Management  Technology 

Air  Traffic  Management  Technology 

Oceanic  Automation  Program 

Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation  (TATCA) 

Runway  Incursion  Reduction/Tower  Automation 

System  Capacity,  Planning  and  Improvements 

Cockpit  Technology 

Vertical  Flight  Program 

Modeling,  Analysis,  and  Simulation 

Future  Airway  Facilities  Technology 

Communications,  Navigation  and  Surveillance 

Communications 

Navigation 

Surveillance 


FY  1994 

FY  1995 

Approp 

Request 

Diff 

erence 

S   10,498 

$    9,673 

$ 

-825 

7,012 

3,873 

-3,139 

3,486 

5,800 

2,314 

$   76,939 

$   81,901 

$ 

4,962 

6,372 

11,063 

4,691* 

11,449 

10,910 

-539 

15,191 

17,242 

2,051 

9,981 

8,135 

-1,846 

11,159 

12,330 

1,171 

6,251 

7,613 

1,362 

3,222 

3,663 

441 

12,814 

9,915 

-2,899* 

500 

1,030 

530 

$   38,675 

$   39,472 

$ 

797 

14,745 

19,333 

4,588 

20,930 

14,922 

-6,008 

3,000 

5,217 

2,217 

Weather 


1,908 


2,909 


1,001 


Airport  Technology 


7,509 


9,443 


1,934 


6  Aircraft  Safety  Technology 

Aircraft  Systems  Fire  Safety 

Advanced  Materials/Structural  Safety 

Propulsion  and  Fuel  Systems 

Flight  Safety/Atmospheric  Hazards  Research 

Aging  Aircraft 

Aircraft  Catastrophic  Failure  Prevention  Research 

Fire  Research  ** 

7  System  Security  Technology 

Explosives  and  Weapons  Detection 
NAS  Security 

Aviation  Security  Human  Factors 
Aircraft  Hardening 

8  Human  Factors  2md  Aviation  Medicine 

Flightdeck  Human  Factors 

Air  Traffic  Control  Human  Factors 

Airway  Facilities  Maintenance  Human  Factors 

Flightdeck/ATC  System  Integration 

Aircraft  Maintenance  Human  Factors 

Aeromedical  Research  •** 

9  Environment  and  Energy 

10  Innovative/Cooperative  Research 
TOTAL 


$   43,175 


51,004 


7,829 


5,697 

5,337 

-360 

4,112 

5,245 

1,133 

2,784 

4,436 

1,652 

3,226 

5,296 

2,070 

24,655 

22,957 

-1,698 

2,701 

2,705 

4 

0 

5,028 

5,028 

s 

35.930 

$ 

36,604 

$ 

674 

22,829 

23,675 

846 

2,454 

1,977 

-477 

2,845 

3,124 

279 

7,802 

7,828 

26 

$ 

29,256 

S 

25,329 

$ 

-3,927 

7,563 

6,890 

-673 

7,192 

6,198 

-994 

3,692 

2,333 

-1,359 

4,342 

2,199 

-2,143 

2,134 

1,579 

-555 

4,333 

6,130 

1,797 

$ 

5,385 

$ 

5,429 

$ 

44 

$ 

4,725 

$ 

5,036 

$ 

311 

$ 

254,000 

$ 

266,800 

$ 

12,800 

•  Reflects  movement  of  Operational  Traffic  Flow  Planning. 
"•  This  program  includes  a  number  of  technical  thrusts  previously  managed  within 

the  aircraft  Systems  Fire  Safety  Program. 
'*  Reflects  realignment  of  ongoing  tasks  from  other  budget  lines  within  Budget 
Activity  8. 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Individual  Budget  Icem/Resources/Page  Reference 
Budget  Item 

1.  R,E&D  Management  and  Infrastructure 

a.  R,E&D  Plans  and  Programs 

b.  Technical  Laboratory  Facility 

Total 

2.  Capacity  and  Air  Traffic  Management  Technology 

a.  Air  Traffic  Management  Technology 

b.  Oceanic  Automation  Program 

c.  Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation  (TATCA) 

d.  Runway  Incursion  Reduction/Tower  Automation 

e.  System  Capacity,  Planning  and  Improvements 

f.  Cockpit  Technology 

g.  Vertical  Flight  Program 
h.  Modeling,  Analysis,  and  Simulation 
i.  Future  Airway  Facilities  Technology 

Total 

3.  Communications,  Navigation  and  Surveillance 

a.  Communications 

b.  Navigation 

c.  Surveillance 

Total 

4 .  Weather 

a.   Weather  Program  2,909    RED-54 

Total        $2,909 

5.  Airport  Technology 

a.   Airport  Technology  9,443    RED- 5 6 


Amount 

Page 

(?000) 

No. 

3,873 

RED- 2 8 

5,800 

RED-29 

?9,673 

11,063 

RED- 30 

10,910 

RED- 3 2 

17,242 

RED- 3 4 

8,135 

RED- 3 6 

12,330 

RED- 3 8 

7,613 

RED- 4  0 

3,663 

RED- 4 2 

9,915 

RED-44 

1,030 

RED- 4 6 

$81,901 

19,333 

RED- 4 8 

14,922 

RED- 50 

5,217 

RED- 5 2 

?39,472 

Total        $9,443 
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Aircraft  Safety  Technology 

a.  Aircraft  Systems  Fire  Safety 

b.  Advanced  Materials/Structural  Safety 

c.  Propulsion  cuid  Fuel  Systems 

d.  Flight  Safety /Atmospheric  Hazards  Research 

e.  Aging  Aircraft 

f.  Aircraft  Catastrophic  Failure  Prevention  Research 

g.  Fire  Research 


Total 


System  Security  Technology 

a.  Explosives  and  Weapons  Detection 

b.  NAS  Security 

c.  Aviation  Security  Humem  Factors 

d.  Aircraft  Hardening 


Total 


Human  Factors  and  Aviation  Medicine 

a.  Flightdeck  Human  Factors 

b.  Air  Traffic  Control  Hum2Ln  Factors 

c.  Airway  Facilities  Mainten2uice  Human  Factors 

d.  Flightdeck/ ATC  System  Integration 

e.  Aircraft  Maintenemce  Human  Factors 

f .  Aeromedical  Research 


9 .  Environment  and  Energy 

a .   Environment  euid  Energy 

10.  Innovative/Cooperative  Research 

a.   Innovative/Cooperative  Research 

TOTAL,  R.EJcD  REQUEST 


Total 


Total 


Total 


Amount 
($000) 

Page 

No. 

5,337 

RED- 5 8 

5,245 

RED- 60 

4,436 

RED-62 

5,296 

RED-64 

22,957 

RED- 6 6 

1       2,705 

RED-68 

5,028 

RED- 70 

$51,004 

23,675 

RED- 7 2 

1,977 

RED-74 

3,124 

RED-76 

7,828 

RED- 7 8 

$36,604 

6,890 

RED- 80 

6,198 

RED- 8 2 

2,333 

RED- 8 4 

2,199 

RED- 8 6 

1,579 

RED- 8 8 

6,130 

RED- 90 

$25,329 

5,429    RED-92 


S5.429 


5,036 


$5.036 
$266,800 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  la 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

APPENDIX  B 

Program  Title:  R,E&D  Plans  and  Programs 

Amount:   $3,873,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

Provides  in-house  and  contractual 
resources  required  for  the  planning 
coordination,  control,  and  execution  of 
FAA's  Research,  Engineering  and 
Development  (R,EScD)  program.   This 
project  supports  development,  update, 
and  tracking  of  all  R,E&D  program  plans 
and  schedules  in  addition  to  the 
formulation,  presentation,  and 
execution  of  the  R,E&D  budget. 

This  project  also  responds  to  the 
Aviation  Safety  Research  Act  of  1988  by 
providing  the  resources  necessary  to 
prepare  the  annual  R,E&D  Plan. 

Note:  Requirements  for  the  Technical 
Laboratory  Facility  have  been 
established  as  a  separate  budget  item 
for  the  FY  1995  submission.   These 
requirements.,  which  are  described  in 
budget  item  lb,  were  formerly  included 
in  item  la. 

Program  Request : 

R.E&D  Plans  and  Programs 
In  FY  1995,  program  control  processes 
and  automated  support  systems  will  be 
further  refined  and  integrated  into 
R,E£tD  planning  and  budgeting.   Program 
evaluations  and  analysis  will  be 
conducted  across  all  project  areas  to 
minimize  future  risk  of  similar 
research  being  conducted  in  more  than 
one  program  area  or  appropriation. 
This  work  will  also  provide  continuity 
between  complimentary  R,E&D  projects 
and  those  leading  to  production  systems 
in  the  CIP. 


and  financial  reports  (including  the 
5-year  plan,  obligation  data,  fiscal 
program,  procurement  plans,  and 
reprogramming  actions) . 

Coordination  with  other  countries,  to 
ensure  that  international  aviation 
concerns  are  addressed  in  the  R,E&D 
program  planning  process,  will  also  be 
conducted. 

R,E&D  Advisory  Committee 
The  R,E&D  Advisory  Committee  provides 
the  agency  with  reports,  advice,  and 
recommendations  regarding  the  needs, 
objectives,  plans,  approaches, 
contents,  and  accomplishments  with 
respect  to  the  aviation  research 
program.   The  committee  considers 
aviation  research  needs  in  support  of 
the  FAA  mission  and  reviews  such  areas 
as  airport  capacity,  system  safety, 
aircraft  safety,  aeromedical  research, 
aviation  security,  and  future  ATC 
technology. 

Benefits: 

Ensures  a  fully  coordinated  and 
effective  R,E&D  program  consistent  with 
agency  objectives  and  policy. 
Significant  external  input  from  the 
aviation  community  is  coordinated 
through  the  R,E&D  Advisory  Committee 
ensuring  that  domestic  aviation 
concerns  are  fully  recognized  in  the 
R,E&D  planning  process. 


Specific  products  will  include  the 
publication  of  the  cuinual  R,E&D  Plan 
(with  integrated  accomplishments  from 
the  previous  year) ,  technical  and 
engineering  schedule  support  for  the 
R,E&D  program,  budget  submissions, 
responses  to  Congressional  inquiries. 


FONDINO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

6,815 

7,012 

3,873 

RED-28 
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RESEJUICH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  lb 

R.E&D  Plan  No: 

APPENDIX  B 

Program  Title:  Technical  Laboratory  Facility 

Amount:   $5,800,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

R,E&D  projects  require  Air  Traffic 
Control  (ATC)  Laboratories  to  support 
the  development  and  evaluation  of  new 
systems  into  the  ATC  environment.   The 
laboratories  require  the  full 
complement  of  ATC  systems  in  order  to 
provide  a  realistic  test  bed  that  can 
be  used  to  emulate  any  combination  of 
field  configurations.   The  laboratories 
must  operate  and  maintain  systems  in 
all  ATC  and  related  areas  including: 
En  Route,  Oceanic,  Terminal,  Flight 
Service  Station,  Scan  Radars,  and 
Communications . 

R,E£cD  projects  require  a  laboratory  to 
perform  human-in-the-loop  simulations, 
measure  human  performance,  and  evaluate 
human  factors  issues.   This  Human 
Factors  Laboratory  facility  must  be 
integrated  with  all  ATC  systems  and 
laboratories. 

R,E&D  projects  require  simulation 
support  in  order  to  test  and  evaluate 
planned  future  ATC  scenarios.   An 
adequate  simulation  driver  must  be 
operated  and  maintained  to  provide  this 
simulation  support. 

R,E&D  projects  require  a  fleet  of 
specially  instrumented  aircraft  in 
order  to  test  and  evaluate  navigation 
and  airborne  systems  (e.g.  Microwave 
Landing  System  (MLS) ,  Traffic  Alert  and 
Collision  Avoidance  System  (TCAS) , 
etc.).   These  "Flying  Laboratories" 
must  be  modified  and  configured  to 
support  the  varying  requirements  of 
each  system  being  tested. 

Funding  is  required  for  contractual 
hardware  and  software  maintenance, 
software  licensing  fees,  and  computer 
operators  associated  with  the  Technical 
Center  multi-user  facilities.   For  the 
aircraft  fleet,  funding  is  required  for 


special  instrumentation  and 
modifications.   The  costs  for  operating 
and  maintaining  the  facilities  are  pro- 
rated across  the  R,E&D,  F&E,  and 
Operations  appropriations. 

Program  Request : 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  facilities 
require  yearly  operation  and 
maintenance  funding  to  continue  support 
to  R,E&D  projects.   The  $2.3  million 
growth  in  FY  1995  is  due  to  the  new 
Human  Factors  laboratory  facility  that 
opened  in  FY  1993  and  increased 
research  using  the  Target  Generator 
simulator  in  support  of  air  traffic 
control  automation  programs. 

Benefits: 

The  FAA  Technical  Center  facility 
supports  the  development,  and 
evaluation  of  R,E&D  projects  into  the 
ATC  environment .   Present  and  planned 
future  R, EiD  systems  requiring  use  of 
the  Laboratories  include:  Terminal  ATC 
Automation,  Oceanic  Development 
Facility,  Automatic  Dependent 
Surveillance,  Automated  En  Route  ATC 
(AERA)  Concepts  Human  Factors,  Traffic 
Management  System,  Mode  S  and  Data  Lin)c 
Enhancements,  General  NAS  (GNAS) 
sector/Maintenance  Control  Console 
(MCC) ,  NAS  Performance  Capacity 
(NASPAC) .   Specific  objectives  and 
milestones  are  contained  within  each 
individual  project  that  ma)ces  use  of 
the  FAA  Technical  Center  facility. 


FUNDING  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

3,486 

3,486 

5,800 

RED- 2 9 


78-849  0-94-47 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  2a 

Program  Title:  Air  Traffic  Management  Technology 

Amount:  $11,063,000 


R,EfcD  Plan  No:  021-110 
022-150 
025-120 


Basia  for  Requeat: 

As  Che  demand  for  aviation  services 
continues  to  increase  at  record  rates, 
the  current  method  for  managing  the  air 
traffic  control  (ATC)  system  is  quickly 
becoming  saturated.   This  is  resulting 
in  increased  delays  for  all  aviation 
system  users,  and  places  a  significeint 
economic  burden  on  the  nation  in  terms 
of  both  higher  operating  costs  and 
inefficient  use  of  fuel.   A  national 
need  exists  to  develop  ATC  flow 
management  capabilities  that  will:  (1) 
enhance  ATC  flow  mcinagement  efficiency 
and  effectiveness;  and  (2)  more  fully 
utilize  existing  system  capacity. 

Program  Requeat : 

Advanced  Traffic  Management  System 
(ATMS) 

The  FY  1995  request  will  continue 
development  of  Automated  Demand 
Resolution  (ADR)  enhemcements,  which 
will  automatically  generate  alternative 
flow  memagement  solutions  to  system 
congestion  conditions.   The  planned 
enhancements  will  focus  upon  systemwide 
solutions  that  integrate  the  dynamic 
effects  of  en  route  airspace,  weather, 
and  the  availability  of  military 
special  use  airspace.   Pull  ADR 
functionality  is  scheduled  to  be 
operational  in  FY  1998. 

The  FY  1995  request  will  also  support 
the  continued  development  of 
enhancements  to  the  Strategy  Evaluation 
(SE)  function  and  the  Dynamic  Special 
Use  Airspace  (DSUA)  Function. 

Flight  Operations/Air  Traffic 
Manaqeinent  Integration  (FTMI) 
The  FY  1995  rec[uest  will  continue  the 
development  of  flight  operations 
procedures  and  standards  to  exploit 
existing  Flight  Management  System  (FMS) 
capabilities  to  improve  airspace 
utilization  and  flight  efficiency  for 
both  oceanic  and  terminal  operations. 
This  request  also  supports  development 
of  operational  requirements  for  the 
next  generation  FMS,  ensuring  its 
compatibility  with  current  and  future 
Air  Traffic  Management  (ATM)  systems. 

Possible  inclusion  of  the  airlines' 
Aeronautical  Operations  Control  (AOC) 
center  in  the  ATM/FMS  operations 
structure  for  enhanced  operations  in 


oceauiic  airspace  will  be  analyzed. 
Real-time  simulations  and  flight  trials 
of  scenarios  incorporating  em 
ATM/FMS/AOC  concept  will  be  conducted 
to  determine  the  benefits  of  enhanced 
operations  in  oceanic  airspace. 
Procedures  and  flight  standards  for 
enhcuiced  oceanic  operations  will  be 
completed  in  FY  1999. 

Development  of  flight  procedures  emd 
standards  for  FMS-guided  departures  in 
FY  1995  and  wor)c  on  national  stemdards 
for  iirplementation  of  FMS-guided 
terminal  operations  in 
FY  1997  will  continue. 

Operational  Traffic  Flow  Planning 
(OTFP) 

In  FY  1995,  improvement  of  the  FAA's 
national- level  Air  Traffic  Flow 
Management  and  Planning  continues.   The 
OTFP  Program  produces  real-time 
decision  support  tools  for  the  Air 
Traffic  Control  System  Command  Center 
(ATCSCC) .   OTFP  brings  on-line 
collaboration  with  airlines,  stored  Air 
Traffic  Management  Joiowledge  and 
expertise,  and  automated  aids  for 
managing  user-preferred  route  requests 
to  the  on-duty  National  Traffic 
Management  Officer.   The  OTFP  Program, 
which  is  developing  models  with  direct 
application  to  Air  Traffic  Memagement 
technology,  was  moved  into  this  budget 
line  for  1995  (formerly  in  2h,  Modeling 
and  Simulation) . 

Benef ItB: 

The  enhcuiced  capabilities  of  the  ATC 
flow  management  system  are  projected  to 
reduce  delays  by  5  to  7  percent,  with 
corresponding  reductions  in  user 
operating  costs  and  reduced  fuel  usage. 
The  completed  ATMS  program  is  projected 
to  provide  a  total  of  $12.1  billion  in 
benefits  through  the  year  2015.  The 
FTMI  progrcun  provides  economic  and 
safety  benefits  by  both  enhancing  the 
precision  and  efficiency  of  aircraft 
operation  and  reducing  the  distractions 
associated  with  pilot/controller  verbal 
communications.   OTFP  benefits  NAS 
users  by  providing  ATCSCC  Specialists 
the  automated  means  to  manage  day- to- 
day operations  more  efficiently.   OTFP 
actively  involves  airlines  in  the  TFM 
process  to  jointly  resolve  imJsalances 
between  dememd  and  capacity. 
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1993 


1994 


1995 


199( 


1997 


1998 


1999 


021-110  ADVANCED  TRAFFIC  MANAGEMENT  SYSTEM 

Automated  Demand  Resolution  Function  Upgrades 


Strategy  Evaluation  Function 

® • ' ® 


IS 


Automated  Execution  Function 


&■ 


Dynamic  Special  Use  Airspace  Function 

® -® 


022-150  FLIGHT  OPERATIONS/ATM  INTEGRATION  (FTMI) 


FMS 


®- 


■<^ 


FMS  Ap|)fDachSlds(Sdeclnl  Sites)  FMS  Depanun  Sids 


® 
Advanced  FMS  Reqiuicmenis  /  Adv  Capability 


025-120  OPERATIONAL  TRAFFIC  FLOW  PLANNING 


&■ 


Traffic  Flow  Modd 


FLOWSIM 

® 

NAS  Simulation 

OPTIFLOW 


® 

System  Implemenlalion  : 


High  Altitude  Route  System       Expen  TFM  System 
DDAS 

®  ®  ® 


® 

NAS  Flow  Opdmizauon 


OAG  Analysis  System      Slot  Program  Analysis        Substituiion  Program  Monitor 

•"  LEGEND  "• 

► ® 


® 

:  Dynamic  Daia  Exchange 


Inibaied  Prior  to  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FtmDINO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

4,315 

10,372 

11,063 

RED- 31 
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RESEARCH,  ENOIMEERXMO  AMD  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRMAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FZSCAI.  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Itom  Ho:  2b 

R,E&D  Plan  No:  031-140 

Prosram  Title:  Oceanic  Automation  Program 

Amount:  $10,910,000 

Baeia  £or  Request : 

This  program  improves  oceanic  air 
traffic  management  cuid  control  by 
providing:  satellite  data  link 
capability;  automatic  dependence 
surveillance;  advanced  automation  to 
enhance  separation  stemdards;  flexible 
track  system;  automated  traffic 
planning;  and  testing  capability. 

These  improvements  are  needed  in  the 
oceanic  environment  to  keep  pace  with 
increased  oceanic  air  traffic  (amd  the 
resulting  increased  controller 
workload) ;  to  insure  conformance  with 
international  requirements  for 
communications,  navigation,  and 
surveillance;  and  to  provide  a  testing 
capability  that  ensures  a  safe  and 
efficient  integration  of  new  oceanic 
automation  technologies. 

Program  Request : 

The  Oceanic  Automation  System  (OAS) 
program  combines  the  three  Oceanic 
R,E&D  projects  from  the  FY  1994  Budget 
(Oceanic  Traffic  Planning,  Automatic 
Dependent  Surveillance,  and  Oceanic  Air 
Traffic  Control  Automation)  into  a 
single  program  for  FY  1995.   The 
consolidation  of  these  projects 
provides  a  total  systems  engineering 
approach  to  oceeuiic  automation.   In 
FY  1995,  development  will  continue  on 
oceeinic  communication,  automatic 
dependent  surveillance  and  navigation 
capabilities  to  improve  oceanic  air 
traffic  capacity  and  efficiency  without 
degradation  to  safety. 

The  FY  1995  Oceanic  Automation  System 
will:  install  Track  Advisory  System  at 
New  York  Center  and  Anchorage  Center, 
thereby  completing  the  establishment  of 
the  Track  Advisory  System  at  all  three 
oceanic  sites;  coir5>lete  the  development 
of  the  Enhanced  Situation  Display 
(ESD) ;  provide  a  functional 
demonstration  of  Oceanic  Data  Link  at 
the  Oceanic  Development  Facility  (ODF) , 
followed  by  field  level  development  at 
Oakland  Center;  and  begin  air  traffic 
evaluation  of  ODAPS  Flight  Data 
Processor  (FDP)  at  the  ODF. 

Benefits: 

Through  the  development  of  a 
comprehensive  series  of  automated 
oceanic  air  traffic  control  and 


management  improvements  (based  on  user 
requirements  and  technological 
opportunities) ,  significant  benefits  to 
the  economy  and  environment  will  be 
achieved.   Substantial  benefits  in 
efficiency  of  flight  operations  and 
capacity  will  be  obtained  by  providing 
oceanic  controllers  and   planners  with 
timely  aircraft  position  reports  and  a 
data  communications  link. 

The  use  of  Automatic  Dependent 
Surveillance  to  tactically  control 
aircraft,  provide  automated  position 
report  processing  and  analysis,  and 
near  real-time  monitoring  of  aircraft 
movement,  will  ultimately  result  in 
more  efficient  flight  and  the  savings 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  airline 
operating  costs,  enhanced  environmental 
protection,  smd  energy  conservation. 

Studies  have  shown  that  the  development 
of  Oceanic  Traffic  Planning 
capabilities  will  provide  a  5  to  7 
percent  improved  fuel  efficiency  for 
users  with  automation  necessary  for 
hemdling  increased  traffic  loads. 
Integration  of  Dyncimic  Ocean  Track 
System  functions  with  the  ATMS  will 
provide  for  fuel  and  time  savings  by 
ensuring  that  the  planning  of  oceanic 
and  domestic  traffic  is  integrated. 
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1997 


1998 


021-140  OCEANIC  AUTOMATION  SYSTEM  (OAS) 


Standards  and  Requirements 


® 

Complete  AllanDc  and  Paafic  Engineehng  Tnils 


Studies  and  Analyses 

® — 


Compl.  Sepanlion  Standard*  Gxnpl,  ODAPS 


Traffic  Management 

® — 


Inlerim  Situation  Display 


Compl.  Track  Advisory  System 


Air  Traffic  Control 

® — 


Fiinclioiul  Demo  of  Oceanic  Dala  Link 

® 
Complete  ESO 


Testing 


® 

Complete  ODF 


♦"LEGEND*** 


initialed  Pnot  to  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


® 

Compl.  ADS  Radar  IniegraL  &  4  Dimen  Clear.  GeneraL 


Compl.  Dev.  of  Intern.  Traff.  MangTPlan  SysL 


— ^ 

Install  Right  Data  Processor 


1999 


FUNBING  SOMHAKY  ($000) 

PTf  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

PTf  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

rY  1995 
REQUESTED 

6,845 

11,449 

10,910 

RED- 3 3 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRHXY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget 

Item 

Ho: 

2c 

R,E&0  Plan 

NO: 

021- 

-180 

Program 

Title t 

Tamlnal 

Air 

Traffic 

Control 

Autooatlon 

(TATCA) 

Amount: 

$17, 

342 

,000 

Basia  for  Raquaat: 

The  TATCA  program  was  established  to 
develop  automated  tools  to  assist 
controllers  in  expediting  and 
optimizing  traffic  in  the  terminal  and 
en  route  center  airspace.   The  TATCA 
program  will  develop  operational  aids 
and  advisories  to  assist  traffic 
managers,  controllers,  and  supervisors 
in  planning  and  controlling  arrival  and 
departure  aircraft  more  efficiently, 
thereby  improving  the  capacity  of  air 
traffic  at  major  airports. 

The  TATCA  program  consists  of  two 
projects:  the  Center-TRACON  Automation 
System  and  the  Controller  Automated 
Spacing  Aid. 

Program  Request : 

Center-TRACON  Automation  System  (CTAS) 
The  FY  1995  request  supports  continued 
development  of  the  CTAS  automation 
tools.   These  tools,  which  include  the 
Traffic  Management  Advisor  (TMA) ,  the 
Descent  Advisor  (DA) ,  the  Final 
Approach  Spacing  Tool  (FAST) ,  and  the 
Expedite  Departure  Path  (EDP) ,  are 
being  developed  using  concurrent 
laboratory  simulations  and  field 
evaluations  of  a  software  prototype 
prior  to  limited  deployment.   Limited 
deployment  will  expeditiously  field 
operational  capabilities  at  the  most 
beneficial  sites  prior  to  full-scale 
national  implementation. 

The  FY  1995  request  also  supports 
continuing  field  development  and 
evaluation  associated  with  the  limited 
deployment  of  TMA.   This  tool  will 
provide  a  dynamic  scheduling  capability 
to  assist  terminal  area  and  en  route 
controllers  in  efficiently  sequencing 
and  scheduling  arrival  traffic  through 
en  route  and   terminal  airspace. 

The  FY  1995  request  supports  the 
continued  development  of  the  DA 
prototype.   This  tool  will  provide  en 
route  controllers  with  optimal,  fuel- 
efficient  descent  profiles  to  help 
aircraft  meet  the  TMA  schedule.   In 
addition,  concept  exploration  will  be 
initiated  to  develop  a  prototype  for 

EDP. 

In  addition,  the  FY  1995  request 
supports  ongoing  field  development  eind 

RED- 3 4 


evaluations  for  FAST  as  well  as 
development  of  the  FAST  software 
baseline.   Limited  deployment  of  FAST 
is  scheduled  to  begin  at  Dallas-Ft. 
Worth  in  FY  1995.   This  tool  will 
provide  optional  advisories  to  assist 
terminal  controllers  in  spacing  emd 
sequencing  arrival  aircraft  for  the 
final  approach. 

The  FY  1995  request  will  also  support 
efforts  to  incorporate  CTAS 
capaODilities  into  the  Advanced 
Automation  System  (AAS) . 

Controller  Automated  Spacing  Aid  (CASA) 
The  FY  1995  request  supports  continued 
development  of  automation  software  eind 
procedures.   The  CASA  project  is  an 
enhcincement  of  the  Converging  Runway 
Display  Aid  (CRDA)  project  which  was 
deployed  nationally  in  FY  1992. 
Limited  deployment  of  CASA  is  scheduled 
to  begin  in  FY  1996. 

The  CASA  project  will  explore  and 
develop  the  following  capcJailities : 
enheuiced  CRDA  functions  in  terminal 
airspace;  and  additional  ghosting 
techniques  applied  to  en  route 
airspace. 

Benefits: 

This  program  provides  economic  national 
priorities.   Substantial  benefits  will 
be  derived  by  the  U.S.  airline  industry 
as  a  result  of  decreases  in  fuel  bum 
and  overall  flight  duration  along  user- 
preferred  flight  paths.   TATCA  products 
will  provide  arrival  traffic  flow 
increases  rcuiging  from  1-7  percent 
during  instrument  meteorological 
conditions  depending  upon  the  rxonway 
configuration,  representing  substantial 
cost  savings  to  aircraft  operators 
annually. 
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1993 


1994 


1995 


1996      I      1997 


1998 


021-180  TERMINAL  AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  AUTOMATION  (TATCA) 


Center-TRACON  Automation  System  (CTAS) 


Traffic  Management  Advisor  (TMA) 


Begin  Limited  Deploynient 

Descent  Advisor  (DA) 


® 

Complele  LimileiJ  Deploymenl 


^■^^ ® 

Develop  Prototype  Software  Begin  Limited  Deployment 

Expedite  Departure  Path  (EDP) 

►  ® 


Develop  Prototype  Software 


® 

Begin  Limited  Deptoyment 


Complele  limited  Deploymenl 


I        ® 

Begin  Limited  Deployment  of  DA  in  ISSS 


Final  Approach  Spacing  Tool  (FAST) 


® 

Complete  Limited  E)epIoyment 


Develop  Prototype  Software  Begin  Limited  Deploymenl 

Advanced  Automation  System  (AAS) 
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1999 


Modificaiions  to  AAS  System  Level  Specificaiion 


Integrate  CTAS  w/ISSS 


Integrate  CTAS  w/ACCC 


Controller  Automated  Spacing  Aid  (CASA) 


CASA 


® 

Begin  Limited  Deployment 


**»  LEGEND*** 


■® 


Initiated  Prior  to  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FUNDINO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FT  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

15,375 

15,191 

17,242 
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RESEARCH,  ENOINEERXMO  AMD  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AMD  AIRMAY  TRUST  FDND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Itom  No:  2d  R,B&0  Plan  Ho:  021-190 

021-210 
Program  Title:  Runway  Zncuralon  Reduction/Tower  Autooation 

Amount:   $8,135,000 


Baals  for  Request : 

There  is  a  need  to  integrate  cuid 
consolidate  existing  airport 
environment  displays  cind  controls  in 
air  traffic  control  towers.   Advances 
in  surface  surveillance, 
communications,  and  automation 
techniques  are  required.   This  program 
will  develop  a  conprehensive  surface 
safety  system  that:  combines 
differential  Global  Positioning  System 
(GPS)  and  other  surface  sensors  with  a 
surveillance  data  link;  displays  target 
location  with  alphanumeric  data  tags; 
processes  track  and  flight  data  to 
automatically  provide  to  the  controller 
optimal  arrival /departure  taxi  routes 
in  all-weather  conditions;  and  monitors 
route  conformance  to  help  prevent 
runway  incursions. 

Program  Request : 

Airport  Surface  Traffic  Automation 
(ASTA) 

During  FY  1995,  a  detailed  system 
specification  for  incorporating 
differential  Global  Positioning  System 
data  with  ASDE-3  and  the  Airport 
Movement  Area  Safety  System  and 
aircraft/vehicle  data  tags  will  be 
completed.   Also,  three  to  five 
contracts  will  be  awarded  for  the 
development  of  the  traffic  planner 
function  of  ASTA.   A  pre-production  and 
production  Request  for  Proposal  for 
GNSS  surveillance  data  link  is 
scheduled  for  release  in  FY  1995  with 
pre-production  contract  award  in 
FY  1996,  production  award  in  FY  1997, 
and  first  Operational  Readiness 
Demonstration  in  FY  1998. 


conflict  alert  to  the  tower  controller 
with  positive  aircraft  identification. 

TIDS  consolidates  displays,  inproves 
controller  scanning  for  information, 
and  gains  needed  space  in  the  towers  to 
support  ASTA  and  other  future  tower- 
based  systems. 


Tower  Integrated  Display  System  (TIDS) 
FY  1995  funding  will  be  used  to  install 
and  integrate  an  initial  TIDS  prototype 
at  the  FAA  Technical  Center  for  Air 
Traffic  evaluation,  and  design 
completion.   Test  and  evaluation  will 
be  conducted  leading  to  a  production 
decision  in  FY  1996.   Also, 
requirements  for  TIDS  enhancements  and 
future  design  improvements  will  be 
initiated. 

Benefits: 

The  ASTA  program  yields  iirproved  all- 
weather  safety  of  ground  operations  by 
preventing  runway  incursions,  auid 
provides  automated  backup  and  surface 
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1993 


1994 


1995 


1996 


1997 


021-190  AIRPORT  SURFACE  TRAFFIC  AUTOMATION  (ASTA) 


ASIA 


■&- 


■<Sr 


LL  Completes  Dnno       Traflic  PUnnei  Conlncls 

®       \ 
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RFP 
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Condact  Award  Pre-Production 


021-210  TOWER  INTEGRATED  DISPLAY  SYSTEM  (TIDS) 


Initial  TIDS  RequiienKnts  (Specs) 


® 
Pnxotype  Initial  TIDS 

® 
Production  Decision  /  Initial  TIDS  Operational  Deployment 


® ®— — 

Enhancement  Development         Fint  Enhancement  Package 


' LEGEND  < 


Iniuated  Prior  10  FY93 


PiDJect  Activity 


Milestone 


1998 


■^ 


Production  Contnci  I  si  ORD 


1999 


® 

Enhancements  Completed 


FUNDING  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FY   1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

10,598 

9,981 

8,135 
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RZSEABCH,  ENGINEERXNO  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRNAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  Nos  3e 

Program  Title:  System  Capacity,  Planning  and  Improvements 

Amount:  $13,330,000 


R,E&D  Plan  Not  021-230 
021-230 
033-120 
024-110 


Basis  for  Request: 

This  program  promotes  increased  system 
capacity  by:  producing  the  amnual 
Aviation  System  Capacity  Plem; 
developing  site  specific  plans  for 
airport /airspace  capacity  enhcuicements  ; 
developing  air  traffic  control 
procedures  to  reduce  airport  delays  by 
more  fully  utilizing  multiple-runway 
capacity  during  instrument 
meteorological  conditions;  improving 
understcmding  of  wake  vortex  strength, 
movement,  and  duration  as  a  means  for 
developing  decreased  parallel  runway 
spacing  and  inproved  aircraft 
separation  criteria;  and  providing 
quantitative  guidance  for  domestic  emd 
international  efforts  to  establish 
minimum  vertical,  lateral,  and 
longitudinal  aircraft  separation 
standards . 

Program  Request : 

Aviation  System  Capacity  Planning 
The  1995  Aviation  System  Capacity  Plan 
will  be  published.   Three  Airport 
capacity  Design  Teeim  Studies,  one 
Airport /Airspace  Capacity  Tactical 
Initiatives  and   one  Terminal  Airspace 
Capacity  Design  Study  will  be 
completed.   A  Terminal  Airspace  Design 
Study  which  includes  Global  Positioning 
System  (GPS)  euid/or  Flight  Management 
System  (FMS)  approaches  will  be 
initiated.   This  project  also  supports 
approach  and  capacity  enhancing 
procedures  through  NSC  amd  real-time 
simulations.   In  1995,  Aviation 
Capacity  Enhancement  (ACE)  teams  will 
continue  to  investigate  near-term  (less 
than  2  year)  solutions  to  problems  at 
the  top  twenty- four  airports 
experiencing  chronic  delays. 

Multiple  Runway  Procedures  Development 
In  FY  1995,  air  traffic  procedures  for 
instrument  approaches  to  triple 
parallel  runways  spaced  at  3,400  feet 
or  greater  using  the  Precision  Runway 
Monitor  (PRM)  will  be  approved. 
Real-time  simulations  will  continue  in 
order  to  develop  procedures  for 
instrument  approaches  to  dual  parallel 
runways  spaced  at  3,000  feet  using  PRM 
and  advanced  navigation/ landing  systems 
such  as  the  GPS  and  microwave  landing 
system  with  the  recommended  procedure 
completed  in  FY  1996.   Simulation  will 
be  initiated:  (1)  to  evaluate  the 


integration  of  traffic  alert  and 
collision  avoidance  system  (TCAS)  with 
dual  and  triple  closely  spaced  parallel 
approaches;  and  (2)  to  develop 
procedures  for  simultaneous  approaches 
to  two  parallel  and  one  converging 
runway  using  the  FMS  to  achieve  lower 
weather  minima. 

Wake  Vortex  Separation  Standards 
Reduction 

In  FY  1995,  the  joint  effort  between 
FAA/NASA  will  continue  to  develop 
models  and  simulation  techniques  that 
characterize  wake  vortex  hazards. 
Also,  the  development  work  will 
continue  on  an  automated  wake  vortex 
spacing  system  to  he   completed  by  2001. 
Recommendations  for  decreasing  parallel 
runway  separation  standards  should  be 
availeible  by  1996. 

Separation  Staindards 

Work  continues  to  support  the  reduction 
of  vertical  separation  standards  above 
290  flight  level  from  2,000  feet  to 
1,000  feet.   In^lementation  in  the 
North  Atlantic  is  planned  for  1998. 
Guidance  to  support  international 
standards  for  area  navigation 
separation  and  for  Required  Navigation 
Performance  will  be   completed  in 
1995/1996.   Development  of  separation 
standards  in  oceanic  airspace  using 
automatic  dependent  surveillance  will 
be  completed  in  1997. 

Benefits : 

Potential  economic  savings  for  aircraft 
operations  systemwide  from  the 
ircplementation  of  airport  and  airspace 
design  teams  are  in  excess  of 
$1  billion  per  year.   Approval  of 
procedures  for  instrument  approaches  to 
dual,  triple,  and  quadruple  parallel 
runways  will  result  in  reductions  of 
aircraft  delays,  aviation  fuel 
consunption,  and  polluting  aircraft 
emissions,  as  well  as  significant  cost 
savings  to  airlines  by  as  much  as 
$2  billion  per  year.   The  reduction  of 
aircraft  in-trail  separation  eind 
parallel  runway  separation  standards 
will  optimize  aircraft 
arrivals /departures.   It  has  been 
estimated  that  the  reduction  in 
vertical  separation  stemdards  yields 
$60  million  per  year  in  fuel  savings 
for  North  Atlantic  routes  alone. 
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1993 


1994 


1995 


199i 


1997 


1998 


1999 


024-110  AVUTION  SYSTEM  CAPACITY  PLANNING 
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021-220  MULTIPLE  RUNWAY  PROCEDURES  DEVELOPMENT 
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023-120  SEPARATION  STANDARDS 


Initialed  Pno(  lo  FY93 


Piojeci  Activity  Milestone 


S^— H 

Complete  Algorithm  Developmcnl 


VertStds(Pac) 


FUNDING  SUMHAKY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  i994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

9,765 

11,159 

12,330 
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RESEARCH,  EHOIMEERZNO  AND  DEVEI.OPMEMT 

(AIRPORT  AMD  AIRVtAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budgat  Itam  No:  2f 

R,E&D  Plan  Noi  032-110 

Program  Titles  Cockpit  Tachaology 

Amount t   $7,613,000 

Baals  for  Raqueat : 

This  program  will  develop,  demonstrate, 
and  support  the  implementation  of  a 
Congressionally  mandated  airborne 
collision  avoidcuice  system.   The 
aviation  community  will  be  provided 
with  the  standards  and  certification 
guidance  materials  recfuired  for 
implementation. 

Program  Request : 

TCAS  I 

TCAS  I,  a  proximity  warning  system, 
provides  traffic  advisory  information 
on  a  cockpit  display.   The  traffic 
advisory  indicates  the  range,  bearing, 
and  if  Mode  C  equipped,  the  relative 
altitude  of  the  intruder  aircraft.   The 
FAA  Traffic  Alert  and  Collision 
Avoidance  System  (TCAS)  rule  mandates 
the  use  of  TCAS  I  on  all  turbine- 
powered  commuter  aircraft  with  10  to  30 
passenger  seats  by  February  9,  1995. 

During  FY  1995,  TCAS  I  tr£tnsition 
program  will  continue  to  support  and 
monitor  the  implementation  and 
operation  of  TCAS  I. 

TCAS  II 

TCAS  II  provides  the  pilot  with  traffic 
advisories  and  resolution  advisories  in 
the  vertical  pl2uie  (e.g.,  CLIMB)  for 
purposes  of  ensuring  safe  separation 
from  aircraft  on  collision  or  near- 
collision  courses.   In  accordeuice  with 
a  Congressional  mandate  to  equip  all 
commercial  turbine-powered  aircraft 
with  TCAS  II  by  December  30,  1993,  the 
FAA  is  continuing  to  provide  technical 
support  during  the  transition  of 
TCAS  II  into  the  NAS. 

During  FY  1995,  the  TCAS  program  will 
provide  continuing  engineering  and 
operational  support  to  the  aviation 
community  to  make  user-desired 
enhcuicements . 

TCAS  IV 

TCAS  VI  eciuipment  is  being  developed  to 
generate  traffic  and  resolution 
advisories  for  pilots  in  both  the 
vertical  and  horizontal  planes 
(e.g.,  TURN  RIGHT).   The  TCAS  IV 
requirements  definition,  validation, 
and  design  development  for  the  Limited 
In?)lementation  Program  (LIP)  will  be 
completed  in  FY  1996.   Award  of  the  LIP 


contract  is  currently  scheduled  for 
FY  1998. 

Banef ita : 

The  program  contributes  significantly 
to  safety  by  providing  an  independent 
aircraft  separation  assurance  baclcup  to 
normal  air  traffic  control  operations, 
thereby  reducing  the  potential  of  a 
mid-air  or  near  mid-air  collision  in 
the  National  Airspace  System. 
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022-110  Traffic  Alert  and  Collision  Avoidance  System  (TCAS) 
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InidalaJ  Prior  to  Pr93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FUMDINO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

TY   1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

rv  1995 
REQUESTED 

5,325 

6,251 

7,613 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  Mot  2g 

R,EfcD  Plan  Noi 

023-140 

Program  Title:  Vertical  Flight  Program 

Amount:   $3,663,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  will  improve  the  safety 
and  efficiency  of  vertical  flight  (VF) 
operations  and  increase  the  capacity  of 
the  National  Airspace  System  (NAS) 
through  the  development  of  R,E&D  into 
VF  air  traffic  rules  and  operational 
procedures,  heliport  and  vertiport 
design  and  planning,  and  VF  aircraft 
and  aircrew  certification  and  training. 

To  accomplish  expanded  use  of  vertical 
flight,  the  program  will  focus  on  the 
following  technical  sub-program  areas: 
air  infrastructure,  ground 
infrastructure,  and  aircraft/aircrew. 
R,E&D  efforts  will  consist  primarily  of 
studies  and  analyses,  simulations, 
model  development,  and  flight  testing. 

Program  Request : 

Air  Infrastructure 

In  FY  1995,  work  will  continue  on  noise 
data  collection,  and  noise  eibatement 
corridor  standards  for  Vertical  Flight 
Aircraft.   In  addition,  development  of 
a  commercial  VF  infrastructure  will  be 
advanced  by  ongoing  simulation  flight 
tests  using  steep  angle  Instrument 
Flight  Rules  (IFR)  procedures. 
Simulated  flight  tests  will  continue 
through  FY  1996,  resulting  in  draft 
procedures  and  Terminal  Instrxanent 
Procedures  (TERPS)  criteria  for  urban- 
heliports  and  vertiports  in  FY  1997. 
Helicopter  flight  tests  using  GPS 
navigational  guidance  will  be  initiated 
to  validate  operational  procedures 
developed  through  simulation. 

Ground  Infrastructure 
Analytical  efforts  of  VF  short-haul 
transportation  system  benefits  to  the 
NAS  will  continue  in  FY  1995,  and  will 
result  in  the  development  of  a  plan  for 
federal  participation  in  advanced 
Vertical  Flight  technology 
demonstration  programs. 

Also  in  FY  1995,  community  handbooks 
and  computer  planning  aids  to  assist 
civic  planners  on  rotorcraft  noise 
issues  will  be  published.   Work  on  the 
analysis  of  test  results  of  heliport 
and  vertiport  design  parameters, 
including  minimum  recpaired  airspace  for 
Visual  Flight  Rules  (VFR)  for  curved 
approaches  and  departures,  itiinimum 
parking  and  maneuvering  areas,  marking. 


lighting  and  rotorwash  protection 
requirements  will  continue  with  results 
to  be  published  in  FY  1996. 

Aircraft /Aircrew 

In  FY  1995  audio  and  visual  training 
aids  to  increase  safety  and  vertical 
flight  operations  will  continue,  with 
published  reports  available  to  pilots 
in  late  FY  1996.   In  addition,  work 
will  continue  on  the  technical  analysis 
of  VF  aircraft  display  certification 
requirements,  with  results  published 
early  in  FY  1997. 

Benefits: 

This  effort,  which  is  directed  at 
reductions  in  national  aviation  delay 
costs,  supports  the  national  goals  for 
multimodal  transportation  development, 
and  fosters  international  aviation 
technology  leadership. 

The  expeinded  use  of  VF  technology,  with 
its  inherent  greater  operational 
flexibility,  can  increase  intercity  NAS 
capacity  by  as  much  as  10%. 
Significant  reductions  in  the  estimated 
$5  billion  national  annual  aviation 
delay  cost  could  be  realized  if 
reliable  VF-based  short-haul  passenger 
service  could  be  established.   U.S. 
aviation  technology  leadership  will  be 
fostered  by  FAA  initiatives  to  provide 
a  market  responsive  infrastructure. 

Environmental  improvements  will  be 
realized  through  rotorwash  and  noise 
control  and  abatement  designs  and 
technic[ues.   Safety  will  be  improved 
for  low  altitude  operations  (500  to 
3,000  feet  above  the  ground). 
Inprovements  in  heliport  and  vertiport 
design  will  result  in  increased  NAS 
capacity,  and  safer  and  more  efficient 
VF  programs . 
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022-140  VERTICAL  FLIGHT  PROGRAM 
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Initialed  Prior  to  FY93 


Pioject  Activity  Milestone 


FUNDING  SUHHARY  ($000) 

FTf  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FTf  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

5,500 

3,222 

3,663 
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RESEARCH,  ENQINEERINO  AND  DEVXIX>PHENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  Not  2h 

Program  Title:  Modeling,  Analysia,  end  Sinmletion 

Alaounti   $9,915,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No:  025-110 
025-130 
025-140 


Baals  for  Regueat : 

National  Airspace  System  (NAS) 
modernization  requires  Modeling, 
Simulation  and  Analysis  to  solve 
complex  operational  problems,  systems 
technology,  and  investment  issues.   The 
modeling,  simulation  and  analysis  needs 
include  accurate  and  cost-effective 
means  to:  predict  and  optimize  future 
ATC  system  performance;  analyze  the 
cost  benefits  of  ATC  technologies; 
improve  airspace  use;  increase  fuel 
efficiency;  and  decrease  congestion, 
flight  times  and  controller  and  pilot 
workloads.   Specific  modeling, 
simulation  and  analysis  requirements 
are:   NAS-wide  operations  and  systems 
analysis  and  performance  prediction, 
system  planning  and  investment 
analysis,  and  modeling  airport  emd 
airspace  configurations  and  their 
inpact  on  system  operation. 
[Note:  For  FY  1995,  Operational  Traffic 
Flow  Planning  (OTFP)  has  been  moved  to 
budget  item  number  2a,  Air  Traffic 
Management  Technology. 

Program  Request : 

National  Simulation  Capability  (NSC) 
This  project  will  significantly  enhance 
the  FAA's  eibility  to  develop  the  future 
NAS  by  creating  a  synthetic,  virtual 
representation  of  the  future  NAS.   NSC 
will  be  used  to  evaluate  future 
operational  concepts,  human 
interactions,  and  emerging  technologies 
in  overall  system  performance.   NSC 
accomplishes  this  by  systematically 
connecting  separate  subcomponents  of 
simulations  on  a  distributed 
interactive  simulation  network.   In 
FY  1995,  NSC  will  conduct  experiments 
integrating  advanced  aircraft 
autonomous  capabilities,  future  oceeuiic 
air  traffic  control  programs  emerging 
en  route  terminal,  surface  automation 
progreims,  and  systems  for  centralized 
operations  management.   The  result  of 
this  work  will  be  used  to  develop 
alternative  decision  strategies  for  the 
future  NAS. 

NSC  will  continue  to  evolve  a 
standardized  set  of  ATC  simulation 
procedures /protocols  as  part  of  an  NSC 
open  architecture  to  extend  the 
capabilities  of  NSC. 


RED- 4 4 


Air  Traffic  Models  and  Evaluation  Tools 
This  project  provides  for  the  design 
and/or  evaluation  of  airspace  routes 
and  sectors,  procedures,  schedules,  new 
technology,  and  proposed  airport 
improvements.   The  FY  1995  request  will 
extend  the  Sector  Design  Analysis  Tool 
(SDAT)  to  terminal  airspace  design, 
include  controller  workload  and 
communications  as  constraints  into  the 
Airport  and  Airspace  Simulation  Model 
(SIMMOD),  and  maintain  the  NAS 
Performance  Capability  (NASPAC) .   It 
will  continue  implementing  these 
technologies  in  FAA  field  activities. 

System  Performance  and  Investment 
Analysis 

This  project  will  conduct  system 
planning,  capacity,  delay  and 
performance  analyses,  NAS-related 
issues,  benefit-cost,  or  other  studies 
in  support  of  system  investment, 
planning,  engineering,  development,  and 
operation.   Annual  baseline  and  system 
perfonneuice  measurement  will  occur  to 
determine  overall  effectiveness  of  the 
air  traffic  system.   The  NAS-wide, 
long-term  effect  of  alternative 
investment  strategies  will  also  be 
explored. 

Benefits: 

Through  early  identification  and' 
etnalysis  of  risk  associated  with  NAS 
development  and  capital  investment 
decisions,  significant  cost  savings  are 
possible  which  are  expected  to  greatly 
exceed  the  cost  of  the  analysis. 
Faster,  more  cost  effective  infusion  of 
new  NAS  concepts  and  advemced 
technologies  into  the  R,E&D  program 
will  be  achieved.   In^rovements  in 
aviation  safety,  energy  conservation, 
NAS  throughput  and  route  flexibility, 
and  reduced  delays  and  travel  times 
will  result.   Analysis  will  support 
R,E&D  program  and  project  investments 
that  reduce  delays  and  minimize 
hazards,  resulting  in  more  effective 
use  of  public  funds  and  optimized 
system  plcuining  and  operation. 
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Initiated  Prior  to  FY93 


Project  Acdvity 


Milestone 


FUNDING  SUHHAKY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRDST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  21 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

026-120 

Program  Title:  Future  Airway  Facilities  Technology 

Amount:   $1,030,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

With  the  emergence  of  new  aviation 
technology  and  its  subsequent 
implementation  into  the  aviation 
industry,  a  new  approach  to  systems 
maintenance  will  also  be  required  to 
ensure  the  future  integrity  of  the 
National  Airspace  System  (NAS) . 

This  progreim  will  evaluate  future  NAS 
technologies  and  their  impact  on  the 
Airway  Facilities  (AF)  function.   It 
will  also:  (1)  develop  an 
AF/Operational  Control  Center  (OCC) 
testbed;  (2)  develop  prototypes  of 
expert  systems  and  diagnostic/ 
resolution  tools;  and  (3)  explore  new 
concepts  in  maintenance  methodology. 

Program  Request : 

This  program  will  utilize  the 
requirements  defined  in  the  FY  1994 
study  effort.   Testbed  development  will 
begin  in  FY  1995.   Operational  concepts 
and  procedures  will  be  constructed  for 
use  with  the  testbed  to  evaluate 
alternative  applications  of  the  future 
AF  mission,  including  monitoring  and 
managing  of  both  ground-based  and 
satellite-based  NAS  facilities. 

Coincident  with  testbed  development, 
other  advanced  technology  initiatives 
will  get  underway.   These  comprise 
Expert  Diagnostics,  Predictive/ 
Resolution  Tools  (EDPRT's),  an 
Intelligent  Tutoring  System  (ITS) ,  and 
OCC  computer  models.   It  is  envisioned 
that  these  tools  will  be  integrated 
into  the  testbed  to  enhance  the  future 
AF  operational  environment. 

Benefits: 

This  program  provides  a  long-term 
systematic  approach  to  ensuring  the 
efficient  future  integration  of  Airway 
Facilities  with  new  technology 
implemented  within  the  NAS.   The 
development  of  a  testbed  for 
prototyping  future  operational  centers 
will  lower  system  maintenance  costs, 
reduce  mean  down  time  of  future 
systems,  and  improve  productivity. 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Itam  No:  3a 

Program  Title:  Communications 

Amount:  $19,333,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No: 


031-110 
031-111 
031-120 
031-130 


Baais  for  Request: 

The  Aeronautical  Data  Link,  Satellite 
Communications  and  National  Airspace 
System  (NAS)  Telecommunications  for  the 
21st  Century  progreims  will  provide 
pilots  and  controllers  with  improved 
digital  air-groiind  communications 
services  using  satellite.  Very  High 
Frequency  (VHF)  and  Mode  S  data  link. 

Program  Request : 

Aeronautical  Data  Link  Communications 
Data  link  standards  development 
continues  with  International  Civil 
Aviation  Organization  (ICAO)  and  U.S. 
standards  organizations  in  FY  1995. 
Aeronautical  Telecommunications  Network 
(ATN)  standards  validation  testing  will 
be  completed  in  FY  1995.   The  final 
report  for  network  management  concept 
on  the  efficient  use  of  the  ATN  system 
will  be  completed  in  FY  1996. 

In  FY  1996-1998,  research  will  be 
conducted  on  routing,  security  and  ATN 
management  as  it  applies  to  the  global 
environment . 

In  FY  1995,  R&D  continues  in 
surface/air  surveillance  applications. 
This  research  uses  Automatic  Dependent 
Surveillance  (ADS)  techniques  based  on 
Global  Positioning  System  (GPS) 
aircraft  position  information.   This 
information  will  be  delivered  using  the 
Mode  S  Squitter  function.   Validation 
demonstrations,  for  airport  surface, 
terminal,  and  en  route  surveillance, 
initiated  in  FY  1994,  will  be  completed 
in  FY  1995.   Functional  specifications 
will  be  published  in  FY  1995,  contract 
award  planned  in  FY  1996. 

Aeronautical  Data  Link  Applications 
Development  and  end-to-end  validation 
of  cin  initial  set  of  en  route  and 
terminal  ATC  data  link  services  will 
continue  in  FY  1995,  in  preparation  for 
national  implementations  in  FY  1996- 
1998.   R&D  of  enhanced  ATC, 
Communications,  Navigation,  and 
Surveillance  (CNS)  and  flight 
information  services  will  continue  in 
FY  1995,  with  completion  in  FY  1999. 

Enhancements  to  the  Tower  Data  Link 
Services  (TDLS) ,  Pre-Departure 
Clearcince,  euid  Digital  Automatic 
Terminal  Information  Service  (ATIS) , 


will  be  developed  and  fielded  to 
improve  controller  workload  and  system 
performance.   Hazardous  and  routine 
weather,  and  other  flight  information 
services,  including  real-time  graphical 
weather  services  for  pilots,  will  be 
developed  in  FY  1995.   Operational  test 
and  evaluation  of  an  initial  set  of 
text-based  weather  services  will  be 
completed  in  FY  1995  and  implemented  in 
FY  1996. 

Satellite  Communications  Program 
Testing,  to  verify  initial  ICAO 
standards  and  recommended  practices, 
U.S.  Minimum  Operational  Performance 
Standards,  and  end-to-end  system 
performance  requirements  for  the 
Aeronautical  Mobile  Satellite  Service 
(AMSS)  use  in  oceanic  regions,  will 
continue  through  FY  1995,  with 
completion  scheduled  for  FY  1998. 
Through  the  ATN,  the  aviation  and  other 
air-ground  satellite  communications 
must  operate  together  worldwide. 
Verification  testing  of  the  ATN 
airborne  router  is  scheduled  for 
completion  in  FY  1996. 

NAS  Telecommunications  for  the  21st 
Century 

This  program  is  developing  an  advanced 
systems  architecture  for  VHF  Air-Ground 
radios  for  the  21st  century  NAS.   New 
systems  architecture  will  be  designed 
to  provide  for  all  present  and 
currently  foreseen  future  requirements 
for  voice  and  data  capabilities.   It 
will  provide  increased  capability, 
flexibility  and  security  to  improve 
overall  safety  in  an  environment  of 
increased  aeronautical  traffic. 

Benefits: 

Safety,  reliability,  immunity  to  radio 
frequency  interference,  and  security 
will  be  improved.  Data  link  services 
will  reduce  radio  congestion,  promote 
safety,  provide  capacity  and  efficiency 
benefits  when  integrated  with  the 
Advanced  Automation  System  and 
Automated  En  Route  ATC  enhancements . 
Increased  communications  and  airspace 
capacity  from  data  link  improvements 
will  result  in  cin  estimated  economic 
benefit  in  fuel  savings  alone  of 
$100  million  per  year. 
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Initialed  Prior  to  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FDMDZNO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

PT  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

12,993 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  3b 
Program  Title:  Navigation 
Amount:  $14,922,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No: 


032-110 
032-120 


Basis  for  Recjuest : 

This  program  develops  satellite-based 
radionavigation  systems,  such  as  the 
Global  Positioning  System  (GPS) ,  to 
support  worldwide  civil  aviation 
improvements.   It  also  provides  long- 
term  navigation  planning  and  support 
for  the  preparation  of  the  Federal 
Radionavigation  Plan  (FRP)  and  analyzes 
emerging  navigation  technologies  and 
concepts  to  satisfy  future  aviation 
requirements . 

The  program  will  increase  system 
capacity  while  promoting  global 
technological  leadership  in  satellite- 
based  navigation. 

Program  Recjuest : 

Satellite  Navigation 
The  following  actions  will  be 
undertaken  in  FY  1995  to  ensure  maximum 
safe  use  and  benefits  from  GPS  by  civil 
aviation:  (.1)  complete  Technical 
Standard  Orders  (TSO)  for  GPS  avionics 
augmented  as  necessary  to  meet  Required 
Navigation  Performance  (RNP)  in  the 
U.S.  for  Oceanic  and  Domestic, 
En  Route,  Terminal,  and  Nonprecision 
approaches;  (2)  tests  will  be  completed 
and  private  Local  Area  Differential 
(LADGPS)  will  be  approved  for 
instrument  precision  approaches  to 
Category  I  approach  minimums; 
(3)  feasibility  test  ernd  development 
for  a  GPS  Integrity  Broadcast  (GIB)  and 
Wide  Area  Differential  GPS  (WADGPS) 
will  be  completed  for  oceanic  and 
domestic,  en  route,  and  nonprecision 
approaches;  (4)  deployment  of  INMARSAT 
satellites  suitable  for  broadcasting 
the  GIB/WADGPS  signal  will  allow 
operational  testing  to  begin  with  full 
operational  RNP  service  planned  for 
2000;  and  (5)  additional  tests  and 
development  will  continue  on  the  use  of 
GIB/WADGPS  for  instrument  precision 
approaches  to  Category  I  approach 
minimums  and  for  a  ranging  signal  from 
geostationary  satellites  to  improve  GPS 
availeibility  for  a  supplemental  service 
to  begin  in  1998. 

Aggressive  research  and  development 
with  industry  and  academia  to  determine 
the  feasibility  of  using  GPS  based 
systems  to  satisfy  instrument  precision 
approach  category  II/III  requirements 


will  be  completed  in  FY  1995  with 
flight-tests  of  several  of  the  most 
promising  alternatives. 

Navigation  Systems  Development 
In  FY  1995,  the  NAS  Navigation  Plan 
will  be  completed.   The  plan  will 
provide  the  strategy  for  a  major  shift 
to  satellite  technology.   It  will  focus 
on  resolving  three  major  issues: 
current  navigation  system 
supportability,  transition  to 
satellite-based  navigation,  and 
potential  ground-based  systems  phase- 
out. 

Also  in  FY  1995,  wor)c  will  continue  in 
developing  Global  Positioning  System 
(GPS)  Notices  to  Airmen  (NOTAMs)  and 
analyzing  new  navigation  technology 
concepts.  The  landing  system 
architecture  study  will  be  completed  in 
FY  1995.   These  efforts  will  support 
the  major  landing  system  decision  to  be 
made  at  an  international  meeting  in 
FY  1995.   Publish  the  1994  edition  of 
the  FRP  and  develop  Minimum  Operational 
Performance  Standards  (MOPS)  for 
Required  Navigation  Performance 
criteria  using  GPS. 

Benefits: 

This  program  provides  technical 
leadership,  safety,  environmental 
protection,  and  economic  health. 
Operational  cost  savings  from  the  GPS 
satellite  navigation  program  have  been 
estimated  to  be  in  the  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  as  a  result  of 
increased  capacity  and  reduced  fuel  use 
through  reduced  route  separation 
standards,  instrviment  approaches  to  all 
rtmways,  and  optimum  routing. 
Applications  of  new  technologies  to 
existing  systems  will  result  in 
improved  and  more  cost  effective  system 
performance. 

The  FRP  outlines  the  US  Government's 
management  practices  for  Federally 
provided  navigation  systems  used  by 
both  military  and  civil  sectors.   The 
plan  guides  the  implementation  of  air, 
marine,  land,  and  space  navigation 
systems  to  ensure  efficient  use  of 
resources  between  agencies,  and 
protects  the  national  interest. 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRDST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  3c 

Program  Title:  Surveillance 

Amount:   $5,217,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No:  033-110 


Basis  for  Re<iuest: 

This  program  will  define,  develop  and 
implement  the  next  generation  Terminal 
Area  Surveillance  System  (TASS)  for 
aircraft  surveillance  and  detection  of 
hazardous  and  non-hazardous  weather. 
The  primary  and  secondary  surveillance 
radars  and  weather  sensors  now  being 
deployed  will  need  to  be  replaced  due 
to  obsolescence  and  to  meet  future 
demands  for  advanced  capabilities  in 
aircraft  and  weather  detection. 
Emerging  technology  will  allow  the  FAA 
to  meet  these  demands  and  improve  on 
operation  performance  limitations 
imposed  by  today's  technology. 

Program  Request : 

In  FY  1995,  concept  designs  resulting 
from  competitive  contracts  awarded  in 
FY  1994  will  be  completed.   Various 
concept  designs,  to  include  trade 
studies,  risk  analysis,  and  cost  and 
schedule  projections,  will  be  evaluated 
and  the  most  promising  altemative(s) 
selected  for  Demonstration/Validation 
commencing  in  FY  1996.   Award  of  the 
full  scale  development  contract  is 
planned  for  FY  1999. 

Simulations  of  promising  technologies 
with  future  operational  concepts  and 
selected  technology  demonstrations  with 
industry  through  cooperative  research 
and  development  agreements  (CRDAs)  will 
continue  in  order  to  mitigate  technical 
risks  and  refine  minimum  requirements. 

Benefits: 

Terminal  area  safety  will  be  enhanced 
through  new  hazardous  weather  detection 
products  and  flexible  surveillance 
coverage  possible  with  TASS.   System 
delays  and  separation  criteria  will  be 
reduced  through  improved  surveillance 
and  weather  detection  capabilities. 
Preliminary  analyses  indicate  a 
favorable  benefit-cost  ratio. 

U.S.  leadership  in  development  of  a 
multifunctional  terminal  sensor  will 
provide  significant  economic  benefits 
to  industry  as  a  result  of  strong 
domestic  and  international  interest  in 
integrated  aircraft  and  weather 
surveillance  systems.   Support  for 
current  U.S.  international  technical 
leadership  in  civil-use  phased-array 
radar  and  microwave  microelectronics 


module  technologies  will  accrue 
substantial  benefits.   Commercial 
production  and  application  of  these 
technologies  in  advanced  Air  Traffic 
Control  systems  will  reduce  costs  to 
the  FAA  and  help  maintain  U.S.  world 
leadership.   The  commercial  market  for 
these  technologies  is  estimated  to  be 
well  in  excess  of  $1  billion  annually. 


I 
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033-110  TERMINAL  AREA  SURVEILLANCE  SYSTEM  (TASS) 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERINO  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  4a 

Program  Title:  Weather  Program 

Amount:   $2,909,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No: 


041-110 
041-120 
042-110 


Basis  for  Request : 

Improvements  to  weather  forecasts  of 
changes  in  ceiling  and  visibility  at 
airports  are  needed  to  reduce  delays 
and  achieve  full  capacity  of  the 
National  Airspace  System.   Present 
turbulence  forecasts  do  not  meet 
requirements  and  prevent  timely  and 
accurate  turbulence  information,  which 
is  a  safety  problem. 

Development  of  look-ahead  sensors  will 
reduce  windshear  hazards  to  aviation. 
Aeronautical  hazards  to  be  addressed 
include  Clear  Air  Turbulence  (CAT) , 
mountain  rotor,  other  turbulence 
hazards  and  restrictions  to  visibility. 

Program  Request: 

Aviation  Weather  Analysis  and 

Forecasting 

In  FY  1995,  research  will  be  conducted 

on  automation  of  forecasted  changes  in 

ceiling  and  visibility  for  airports. 

This  project  will  lend  to  reductions  in 

low  visibility  delays  at  hub  airports. 

Aeronautical  Hazards  Research 
The  enhanced  sensor  technology 
developed  in  the  predictive  windshear 
program  will  be  the  basis  for 
Aeronautical  Hazards  Research.   The 
worJc  involves  an  approach  which 
includes  research,  development, 
implementation  and  integration.   In 
FY  1995  the  initial  definition  of  the 
hazards  will  be  set  forth,  with  a 
robust  analysis  of  lift  and  the  effects 
of  turbulent  hazards  on  the  airframe  to 
follow  in  1996.   This  will  be  followed 
in  1997  by  flight  tests  and  simulations 
of  various  sensor  technologies. 

By  the  end  of  1997,  technology  transfer 
to  industry  should  be  complete, 
providing  for  certifiable  equipment  to 
detect  and  measure  these  hazards .   This 
program  capitalizes  on  the  success  of 
the  Windshear  Program  in  developing 
loolc  ahead  sensors  to  reduce  the 
windshear  hazard  to  aviation. 
Aeronautical  hazards  to  be  addressed 
include  clear  air  turbulence,  mountain 
rotor,  other  turbulent  hazards,  and 
restrictions  to  visibility. 


Benefits: 

Improved  ceiling  and  visibility 
forecasts  will  increase  airport 
capacity  and  promote  efficient  airspace 
utilization. 

Advanced  sensor  development  will 
provide  for  detection  and  measurement 
of  hazards  to  aviation  identified  by 
the  FAA,  NASA,  the  NTSB  and  industry. 
This  information  will  be  processed  and 
provided  for  aircrews  and  the  air 
traffic  control  system.   Safety  in  the 
NAS  will  be  increased  through  this 
capability  to  detect  cind  avoid 
hazardous  weather  conditions. 
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APPROPRIATED 
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RESEARCH,  ENOINEERINO  AMD  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  5a 

Program  Title:  Airport  Technology 

Amount:   $9,443,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No: 


051-110 
051-130 
051-121 
051-130 


Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  develops  guidelines, 
standards,  and  facilities  for  the  safe 
and  efficient  operation  of  the  Nation's 
airports  and  relates  to  airport 
planning  and  design  technology,  airport 
pavement  technology,  pavement  tests, 
and  airport  safety  technology. 

Program  Request : 

Airport  Planning  and  Design  Technologv 
Airside  Technology  -  studies  will 
continue  on  airport  design  and 
configuration  to  accommodate  new 
generation  larger  aircraft. 

Landside  Technology  -  Work  will 
continue  on  terminal  building  planning 
criteria  for  small  and  medium  hub 
terminals.   Studies  will  be  initiated 
to  support  specific  planning  issues, 
such  as  financial  performance,  that 
affect  the  content  of  the  National  Plan 
of  Integrated  Airport  Systems. 

Airport  Pavement  Technology 
Pavement  Design  and  Evaluation  -  In 
FY  1995,  interim  guidelines  for 
Pavement  Design  based  on  Layered 
Elastic  Theory  will  be  published.   Work 
will  continue  on:  (1)  pavement  design 
tools  based  on  layered  elastic  theory, 
finite  element  analysis,  and  other 
advanced  methods,  and  (2)  Pavement 
Response  measurement  at  the  new  Denver 
Airport  to  be  used  in  validating  design 
theories. 

Pavement  Material  and  Construction  - 
Testing  for  material  characterization 
and  field  verification  will  continue. 

Pavement  Maintenance  and  Repair  -  Work 
will  continue  on  collecting  and 
analyzing  data  that  relates  pavement 
performance  to  FAA  design  standards  for 
use  in  development  of  a  comprehensive 
airport  data  base. 

National  Dynamic  Airport  Pavement  Tests 
In  FY  1995,  work  will  begin  in  the 
development  of  detailed  specifications 
for  building  pavement  testing 
equipment.   Work  will  continue  towards 
developing  full  scale  testing 
capability  to  determine  the  effect  of 
new,  large  aircraft  on  pavement  design 


requirements,  and  for  validation  of 
Layered  Elastic  Method  of  pavement 
design. 

Airport  Safety  Technology 
Visual  Guidance  -  In  FY  1995,  standards 
will  be  published  for  improved  Airport 
Markings.   Work  will  continue  towards 
developing  advanced  technology  lighting 
sources  and  on  an  Automated  Taxiway 
Guidance  System. 

Rescue  and  Firefighting  -  In  FY  1995,  a 
study  will  continue  on  identifying 
technology  to  enhance  rescue  vehicles 
operating  under  poor  visibility 
conditions.   Efforts  will  continue  on 
evaluating  current  rescue  and 
firefighting  standards  for  their 
ability  to  protect  against  fires  in 
aircraft  containing  composite 
materials.   Research  will  continue 
towards  updating  fire  protection 
advisory  circulars  to  include  new- 
generation  larger  aircraft. 

Runway  Surface  Technology  -  In  FY  1995, 
work  will  continue  towards  developing 
design  standards  for  installation  and 
use  of  a  plastic  foam  aircraft 
arresting  system.   Testing  will 
continue  on  innovative  methods  of  ice 
removal . 

Wildlife  -  In  FY  1995,  standards  will 
be  published  for  wildlife  habitat 
meinagement  plans  for  airports 
representing  eastern  U.S.  geographical 
areas.   A  second  regional  study  on 
habitat  management  (representing 
another  U.S.  geographical  area)  and 
studies  on  harassment  techniques  will 
continue. 

Benefits: 

The  new  and  improved  standards, 
criteria,  cind  guidelines  for  the 
plcinning,  design,  construction, 
operation,  and  mainteneince  of  airports, 
heliports,  and  vertiports  will  provide 
the  means  to  ensure  efficient 
application  of  federal  aid  for  airport 
development  emd  continued  and  enhanced 
airport  operation  from  a  capacity  and 
safety  standpoint. 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAI.  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  6a 

Program  Title:  Alrcra£t  Syatams  Fire  Safety 

Amount:   $5,337,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No:  061-110 
061-111 


Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  will  increase  survival 
rates  for  aircraft  occupants  during  in- 
flight and  postcrash  fires.   It  will 
also  develop  near-term  improvements  in 
material  fire  test  methods,  fire 
detection,  extinguishment /suppress ion, 
and  systems  fire  safety. 

Program  Request : 

Materials  Fire  Safety 

Relying  on  testing  of  new  concepts  and 
materials  completed  in  FY  1994,  design 
guidelines  will  be  developed  in  FY  1995 
for  hardening  the  fuselage  against 
penetration  by  an  external  fuel  fire. 

In  FY  1995,  agency  certification 
efforts  will  be  supported  by  sponsoring 
and  conducting  the  activities  of  the 
International  Working  Group  on  Aircraft 
Material  Fire  Tests. 

Fire  Management 

In  FY  1995,  development  will  continue 
of  certification  guidance  material  for 
alternative  extinguishing  agents  to  the 
currently-used  Halons,  which  will  no 
longer  be  produced  after  December  31, 
1993,  because  of  their  linkage  with 
stratospheric  ozone  depletion.   Final 
recommendations  will  be  made  on  the 
methodology  for  certifying  alternative 
agents/systems  in  cargo  compartments. 
Similarly,  fire  extinguishing  tests 
will  commence  in  a  new  engine  simulator 
in  support  of  the  derivation  of 
approval  criteria  for  powerplant 
applications. 

An  initiative  in  FY  1995  will  lead  to 
the  development  of  standardization  test 
procedures  cind  criteria  for  the 
certification  of  aircraft  smoke 
detector  response  rates .   The  various 
means  of  compliance  will  be  analyzed 
and  full-scale  tests  will  be  conducted 
to  characterize  a  range  of  fire 
signatures. 

In  FY  1995,  work  on  a  cabin  water  spray 
fire  suppression  system  will  consist  of 
the  design  cuid  fabrication  of  a  water 
spray  system  for  installation  and 
evaluation  in  an  operational  airplane. 
This  activity  will  yield  detailed  data 
related  to  aircraft  system  design, 
cost,  weight,  and  maintenance. 


Support  will  continue  to  be  given  to 
the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board  in  the  investigation  of  aircraft 
accidents  involving  fire. 

Benefits: 

Projects  such  as  fire  hardening  and 
cabin  water  spray  are  designed  to 
increase  passenger  survival  time  in 
postcrash  fires.   Similarly,  projects 
such  as  Halon  alternatives  and  smoke 
detector  response  rates  will  result  in 
improved  passenger  safety  against  in- 
flight fire. 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  Sb 

Program  Title:  Advanced  Materials /Structural  Safety 

Amount:   $5,245,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No:  062-110 
062-111 


Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  provides  increased  safety 
for  both  passengers  and  crew  during 
flight  by  maximizing  aircraft 
structural  integrity  through  the  use  of 
advanced  composite,  metallic,  and 
hybrid  materials;  and  improving 
occupant  survivability  in  the  event  of 
a  crash.   This  ongoing  program  was 
formerly  titled  "Aircraft 
Crashworthiness /Structural 
Airworthiness".   The  name  has  been 
changed  to  more  accurately  describe  the 
research  being  performed. 

Program  Request : 

Structural  Safety 
In  FY  1995,  investigations  will 
continue  on  the  effects  of  a  crash 
impact  on  a  large  transport  airplane's 
auxiliary  fuel  tanks  and  empennage 
tanks;  on  cabin  safety  issues  such  as 
overhead  bins  and  lower  lobe  seating 
concepts;  and  on  rotorcraft  energy 
absorbing  structures. 

In  FY  1995,  impact  testing  of  small 
commuter  airplanes  will  be  completed 
and  data  analyzed.   Results  will  be 
used  to  support  commuter  seat 
regulatory  criteria.   Large  commuter 
airplane  testing  will  begin.   In  a 
joint  FAA/NASA  effort,  testing  of 
advanced  full-scale  and  component- 
composite  airplane  structures  will 
continue.   The  testing  of  advanced 
seat/restraint  systems  will  also 
continue. 

The  study  of  structural  response  and 
flotation  characteristics  of  transports 
and  rotorcraft  for  water  impact  will 
continue  in  FY  1995.   Flotation 
criteria  and  occupant  survival 
requirements  will  be  developed. 

In  FY  1995,  model-driven  analysis  of 
test  data  and  refinement  of  computer 
codes  will  continue.   The  correlation 
of  existing  data  bases  with 
crashworthiness  software  to  develop 
computational  methodologies  will 
continue.   Efforts  to  extend  a 
structural  model  to  energy  absorption 
and  response  of  a  composite  aircraft 
structure  in  a  generalized  impact  will 
continue. 


In  FY  1995,  bias-  and  radial-ply  tire 
comparison  tests  will  continue.   A  tire 
temperature-rise  model  will  continue  to 
be  validated.   Studies  will  begin  on 
safety  issues  related  to  anti-skid 
brake  certification  tests. 

Advanced  Materials  Structures 
In  FY  1995,  a  joint  FAA/Army  effort  to 
evaluate  and  standardize  test  methods 
for  composite  materials  will  continue. 
An  effort  to  develop  certification 
methods  for  emerging  and  future 
composite  materials  will  be  initiated. 

In  FY  1995,  the  FAA  will  initiate  an 
effort  to  evaluate  the  durability  of 
bonded  and  bolted  joints  in  the 
fabrication  in  composite  structures. 
An  FAA/NASA  study  of  environmental 
effects  on  damage  tolerance  and 
durability  of  composite  structures  will 
continue,  as  will  joint  FAA/Navy 
evaluation  of  probabilistic  design 
methods  for  composite  structures. 

Airworthiness  oriented  efforts  to 
evaluate  effects  of  bonded  composite 
repairs  on  damage  tolerant  composite 
structures  will  continue.   An  effort  to 
identify  and  evaluate  nondestructive 
inspection  methods  for  advanced 
materials  components,  structures,  and 
bonded  joints  will  begin. 

An  FAA-sponsored  study  by  the  National 
Research  Council  on  issues  relating 
advanced  materials  usage  to  the  safety 
of  future  subsonic  commercial  aircraft 
will  be  completed  in  FY  1995.   The 
revision  and  update  of  FAA  handbooks  on 
composite  materials  will  continue,  and 
the  update  of  the  handbook  on 
manufacture  and  repair  of  fiber- 
reinforced  advanced  composites  will  be 
completed. 

Benefits: 

The  benefits  to  be  derived  from 
aircraft  advanced  materials/structural 
safety  research  lie  in  the  reduction  of 
the  probability  of  occupant 
injuries/fatalities  by  minimizing  the 
risk  of  an  accident  and  improving 
survivability  in  an  accident. 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRt«AY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  6c 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

063-110 

Prograjn  Title:  Propulsion  and  Fuel  Systema 

Amount:   $4,436,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  establishes  airworthiness 
criteria  and  related  technical  material 
to  ensure  the  safety,  reliability,  and 
durability  of  powerplants  and  fuel 
systems  on  transport,  commuter,  and 
general  aviation  aircraft. 

Review  changes  in  specifications, 
formulations,  and  availsibility  of 
aviation  fuels  and  perform  research 
necessary  to  maintain  and  enhance 
propulsion  and  fuel  system  safety. 

Program  Request : 

Engine  Technology 

In  1995,  the  work  on  improving  turbine 
engine  failure  diagnostic  technology 
for  titanium  alloys  will  continue,  and 
the  development  of  a  prototype 
inspection  system  will  be  initiated. 

Also  in  FY  1995,  experimental  efforts 
will  continue  to  establish  the  effects 
of  hail/water  ingestion  on  the 
operation,  performance,  amd 
controll2ibility  of  individual  engine 
coir?)onents  and  total  engine  systems . 
The  development  of  an  engine 
burnthrough  model  will  continue  in 
FY  1995. 

In  FY  1995,  the  development  of  rotor 
failure/ fragmentation 
pattern/analytical  model (s)  will 
continue.   Industry  design  steuidard 
development  for  containment  structures 
and  materials  will  be  initiated.   The 
development  of  rotor  system  diagnostic 
techniques  emd  prototype  hardware  for 
predicting  failure  trends  will 
continue. 

Fuel  Safety 

Evaluation  of  new  approaches  to  inprove 
post-crash  fuel  safety  will  continue  in 
FY  1995,  specifically  directed  towards 
the  compatibility  of  advanced  low 
flammability  fuels  with  existing 
aircraft  fuel  systems.   A  draft  fuel 
specification  for  an  unleaded  aviation 
gasoline  will  be  prepared  for 
consideration  by  the  American  Society 
of  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM) .   Work 
will  continue  by  supporting  ASTM 
requirements  in  preparing  a  final 
specification. 


Benefits: 

Solutions  to  improve  propulsion  and 
fuel  system  safety  and  reliability  will 
provide  a  framework  for  future 
technology  standards  in  support  of 
engine  and  aircraft  certification. 
Improved  guidemce  material,  prototype 
hardware  designs,  and  advanced 
materials  will  be  made  available  to 
deal  with  in-service  problems. 

Propulsion  emd  fuel  systems  research 
and  development  will  reduce  the  number 
of  accidents/incidents/contribute 
significamtly  to  inproving  flight 
safety,  and  provide  the  traveling 
public  with  the  highest  degree  of 
safety  within  the  current  state-of-the- 
art. 
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RESEARCH,  ENOINEZRINO  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRMAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  6d 


R,E&D  Plan  No: 


Program  Titla:  Flight  Safety /Atmoapharlc  Hazards  Raaaarch 
Amount:   $5,296,000 


064-110 
064-111 


Basis  for  Raguast: 

This  program  improves  flight  safety 
through  better  measures  for  dealing 
with:  (1)  new  aircraft  enhancements  for 
flying  qualities,  operations,  and  pilot 
workload;  (2)  advances  in  next 
generation  aircraft  software-based 
digital  flight  control  systems; 
(3)  high  intensity  radiated  fields 
(HIRF)  and  lightning;  and  (4)  aircraft 
airborne  and  ground  icing. 

The  aircraft  flight  safety  and 
atmospheric  hazards  research  addresses 
emerging  technologies,  aircraft/systems 
design,  certification,  and   operational 
issues  that  will  provide  technical 
data,  procedures,  and  guideline  inputs 
to  advisory  material,  standards,  and 
rule  making. 

Program  Request : 

Flight  Safety 

Flying  Qualities  and  Operations  -  In 
FY  1995,  continuing  efforts  will 
include:  (1)  center-city  instrument 
meteorological  conditions  rotorcraft 
simulation  and  flight  tests  for 
approaches,  guidance,  and  airspace 
requirements;  and  (2)  conducting 
analyses,  simulation,  and  flight  tests 
to  establish  take-off  and  landing 
critical  decision  points  for  rotorcraft 
one  engine  out  conditions  for  Category 
"A"  operations. 

Digital  Systems  Validation  -  During 
FY  1995,  continuing  efforts  will 
include:  (1)  con5)letion  of  the  draft 
Digital  Systems  Validation  Handbook, 
Volume  III,  for  advanced  software-based 
digital  flight  control  systems 
information  developed  for  certification 
specialists;  (2)  the  assessment,  in 
conjunction  with  NASA  cind  industry,  of 
emerging  digital  systems  technology 
which  may  impact  new  aircraft 
airworthiness/certification;  and 
(3)  the  joint  FAA/NASA  flight  critical 
systems  assessment  for  highly  reliable 
fly-by- light /power-by-wire  technology 
devices,  equipments,  and  systems. 

Atmospheric  Hazards 

Electromagnetic  Environment  -  During 

FY  1995,  development  of  the  HIRF 

Handbook  will  continue.  Also, 

continuing  efforts  will  include; 

(1)  HIRF  full-scale  aircraft  tests  and 
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analysis;  (2)  transport  aircraft  HIRF 
internal  environment  modeling,  tests, 
and  analysis;  (3)  test  electronic 
systems  which  perform  flight 
essential /critical  functions;  and 
(4)  transform  worldwide  in-flight 
lightning  data  to  a  common  database 
format . 

Aircraft  Icing  -  In  FY  1995,  continuing 
efforts  will  include:  (1)  aircraft 
surface  ice  detector  assessments, 
development,  and  evaluation; 
(2)  limited  validation  of  anti-icing 
fluids  effectiveness  in  support  of 
holdover  time  tables;  (3)  evaluation  of 
turboprop  airfoil  with  ice  induced  low 
stall  margins;  6uid  (4)  recommended 
design  criteria  for  validation  of 
analytical  technologies,  coir^uter 
codes,  cund  simulation  methodologies. 

Benefits : 

This  progreun  will  provide  safer 
aircraft  operations  during  flight  by 
concentration  on  areas  such  as  flying 
qualities,  operations,  emd  pilot 
workload,  digital  flight  control  system 
technology  assessment,  electromagnetic 
environment  (HIRF  and  lightning) ,  and 
aircraft  airborne  and  ground  icing. 
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1993 


1994  I  1995 


\9% 


1997 


1998 


064-110  FLIGHT  SAFETY 


Flying  Qualities  and  Operations 

-® 


Complete  FBW  Flighl  Test  Dau  &  Aiuly 


Rotorcnfl  OEO/CDP  Caiegoiy  'A' 


® 
Center-Cily  RoioccnA  Col  &  Analysis 


Digital  Systems  Validation 


-®- 


Cribcal  Digiul  Coimols  Assess.         FBL/FBW  Tech  Info 

® 
Publish  fbndbook- Vol  III  ', 


® 

Advisory  Maierial  on  FBL  Sys. 


® 

Comp  Flighl  Crilkal  Digiul  Systems  Research 


064-111  ATMOSPHERIC  HAZARDS 


Electromagnetic  Environment 

-® ® ®- 


HIRF  Handbook         HIRF  Sys/Equip  Tests     Model  VaUd  Tech  Rep 


® 


HIRF  Rl  Control/Avionics  Protection  Sids 

Aircraft  Idng 


® 

Adv  Mai  Commuter  Acfl  Gmd  Deicing 


«•*LEGE^a)••* 


■® 


Adv  Mai  CnHind  Deicing  Fluids 


Acft  Surface  Ice  Dei  Tech/Dev 


® 

ProloHoM-Over-Tunes 


-® 


Iniualed  Prior  lo  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FUNDING  SUKHARY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

2,754 

3,226 

5,296 
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RESEARCH,    ENQINEERINO  AND  DEVEIX>PI1EI1T 

(AIRPORT  AND  AXRKAY   TRUST   FnND) 

FISCAL   YEAR    1995 


Budget   Item  No:    6e 

Program  Title:   Aging  Aircraft 

Amount:    $22,957,000 


R,E&0  Plan  No: 


065-110 
065-111 
065-112 


Basis  for  Ratiuest : 

This  program  aims  for  better 
xinderstanding  of  the  effects  of  aging 
on  aircraft  structures  suid  systems  and 
more  effective  design,  inspection,  and 
mainteneuice  requirements.   Develop 
technologies  to  prevent  failures  on  in- 
service  aircraft  due  to  aging  related 
structural  degradation  and  automated 
systems  for  aviation  inspectors  to 
enforce  standards  for  aircraft 
inspection  and  maintenance. 

Program  Request : 

Structural  Integrity 
Activities  include  the  continued 
development  and  validation  of 
predictive  methodologies  to  simulate 
crack  initiation  and  propagation, 
calculate  the  residual  strength  of 
structures,  and  identify  the  onset  of 
multiple  site  damage. 

Collection  of  flight  loads  data  of 
transport  and  commuter  aircraft  will  be 
continued  in  FY  1995  to  provide 
comparisons  with  design  loads  and 
inspection  intervals. 

Development  of  design  software  for 
static  strength  and  damage  tolerance 
evaluations  of  repairs  will  be 
completed.   Flight  test  demonstrations 
of  the  effectiveness  of  repairs  will  be 
continued  to  validate  the  methodology. 

Corrosion  research  will  focus  on 
constructing  corrosion-assisted 
cracking  models  and  validating  models 
by  assessing  damage  in  skin  panels. 
The  development  of  a  model  of  fretting 
corrosion  and  fatigue  on  rivet  hole 
cracking  will  be  completed. 

Development  of  methods  of  estimating 
the  residual  life  of  engine  static 
components  will  be  continued.   The 
FY  1995  effort  includes  characterizing 
cracking  susceptibility  of  welded  parts 
and  developing  crack  growth  data  for 
elevated  ten^ierature  environments . 

Assessments  of  current  level  of 
structural  integrity  of  aging  commuters 
will  continue  along  with  the 
development  of  inspection-based 
programs  to  determine  operational 
limits. 


Maintenance  &  Inspection 
The  upgrading  of  the  mainteneince  emd 
structural  repair  procedures  for  civil 
aircraft  will  be  completed  in  FY  1995 
with  continuing  efforts  to  introduce 
new  repair  methods  and  analysis  tools 
into  field  use  in  FY  1996.   A  corrosion 
prevention  and  control  hctndbook  will  be 
completed  in  FY  1995  with  follow-on 
material  studies  to  continue  in 
FY  1996.   Repair  Station  criteria  for 
airframe/engine  structural  repairs  will 
be  developed  in  FY  1995 . 

The  development  of  updated  inspection 
training  material  and  job  task 
definitions  for  aviation  mainteneuice 
technicians  will  also  continue. 

Inspection  activities  are  focusing  on 
improvement  of  inspection  reliability 
through  evaluations  of  enhanced  and  new 
innovative  technicfues,  and  automated 
processes.   Efforts  to  address  the 
inspection  of  titanium  engine 
QOpgponents  for  defects,  which  beg2m  in 
FY  1993,  will  continue  through  FY  1995. 

Information  Systems 
The  development  of  the  Safety 
Performcmce  Analysis  System  (SPAS)  for 
the  automated  retrieval  auid  analysis  of 
safety  critical  data,  will  continue 
during  FY  1995.   The  production  system 
will  be  released  by  the  end  of  FY  1995. 

The  development  of  aui  automated 
aviation  safety  information  network, 
for  distribution  of  safety  critical 
information  between  the  FAA  auid 
industry,  will  be  initiated  in  FY  1995. 
This  system  will  provide  access  to  non- 
government data  sources  and 
international  data  collection 
standardization. 

Benefits : 

This  program  will  enhfuice  aviation 
safety  through  improved  understanding 
of  aircraft  structural  performance  and 
of  critical  operational  and  maintenance 
information.   Structural  inprovements 
resulting  from  the  identification  of 
structural  failure  mechanisms  and  the 
analysis  of  safety  critical  performeince 
information  will  ensure  airworthiness 
of  the  existing  fleet  and  new 
generation  airplanes. 
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► — ® 

Rl  Loads  Dal2  Col  Sys 


1993 


1994 


1995 


199t  I  1997 


1998 


1999 


065-110, 065-111, 065-112  AGING  AIRCRAFT 


structural  Integrity 

-® ® 


CoiT  Faugue  Models    Complex  Stnic  Repaiis  S/W 


(Er 


■^ 


MSD  Model  MSD  Model  Validated  ; 

Maintenance 


■^ 


■^ 


Conosion  Video  Update       AC  43.13  Rev  Crit        Repairs  Advisory  Fot  PC  Tool       Spec  For  Composite  Repair 


®- 


■<s> 


Con  Eval/Eng  Mainl  Crit       Coir  Control  Handbook/Eng  Repair  Station  Crit 

Inspection 

® ® — 

Inspection  Reliability  Assessment 


Engine  Flaw  Detection  Technology  Assess 


&■ 


■<^ 


Insp  Tech  Selections        Insp  Sys  Validation 


®- 


-® 


Auto  Insp  Tech  Select    Auto  Insp  Sys  Validation 

Information  Systems 


-® 


-® 


[ ' ® 

I  '  Validated  Safety  Indicators 

FAA/Industry  Safety  Analysis  System 

® ® ® 

Requirements  Analysis        Piolotypc  System  Network  Integration 

Aviation  Safety  Information  Network 

®— — ®  ® 


Safety  Performance  Analysis  System 

® &■ 


ReqmntsDef       Ptelim  Des  Review         Interim  Operational  Sys 


Initiated  Prior  to  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FUNDINO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FT  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

20,638 

24,655 

22,957 
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RESEARCH,  EMGINEERXNQ  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  It«B  no:  6f  R.B«  PI"!  «<>••    066-110 

Proffram  Titles  Aircraft  Catastrophic  Failure  Prevention  Research 
Anountt   $2,705,000 


Basis  for  Request : 

This  progreun  responds  to  the  need  to 
reduce  the  number  of  catastrophic 
aircraft  accidents  which  result  from 
turbine  engine,  structural,  and  flight 
systems  cascading  failures. 
Legislation  (Public  Law  101-508) 
requires  the  FAA  to  establish  and 
direct  a  research  effort  to  prevent 
aircraft  system  failures  which  could 
result  in  a  catastrophic  consequence. 

Program  Reiiuest : 

Research  was  initiated  to  develop 
technologies  and  methods  to  assess  the 
risk  and  prevent  defects,  flaws,  design 
errors,  and  failures  in  the  three  major 
aircraft  system  areas  as  described 
below.   An  integrated  aircraft 
catastrophic  failure  prevention 
research  program  plan  has  been 
developed.   Preliminary  risk  assessment 
studies  were  initiated. 

Turbine  Engine  Failure  Hazards 
The  failure  of  turbine  powerplamts  and 
auxiliary  power  units  rotating 
components  can  result  in  the  release  of 
high  energy  fragments  that  are  a 
serious  hazard  to  flight  critical 
systems  cmd  occupeints .   Service 
experience  has  shown  that  this  hazard 
can  have  a  catastrophic  consequence. 

Turbine  rotor  failure 
characterization/risk  assessment 
studies  which  began  in  FY  1994  will 
continue  through  FY  1995.   Data 
collection  for  development  of  rotor 
fragment  liberation/barrier  protection 
models  begun  in  FY  1994  will  continue 
through  FY  1995.   Development  of 
advanced  engine  rotor  fragment 
barrier/containment  material  concepts 
will  continue  in  FY  1995. 

Airframe  Failures 
In  FY  1995,  a  transport  failure 
vulnerability  risk  assessment  code  will 
be  completed;  a  joint  IX)D/FAA/NASA 
effort  to  evaluate  and  develop  micro- 
sensor/  fiber  optic  (smart  structure)  in 
flight  monitoring  technology  for  the 
next  generation  aircraft  will  continue; 
and  data  collection  and  procedures  for 
new  aircraft  airframe  structural  load 
design  criteria  will  be  initiated. 


Flight  Control  Failures 
Fatal  transport  accidents  involving 
flight  control  system  problems  under 
certain  failure  scenarios  present  a 
particularly  difficult  piloting  task 
for  flight  crews.   In  FY  1995,  the 
first  phase  of  accident  analysis  amd 
failed  mode  risk  assessment  will  be 
completed.   Flight  control  system 
architectures  and  flying  qualities 
appraisal  studies  will  be  initiated  in 
FY  1995  and  lead  to  the  development  of 
guidelines  and  assessment  of  the 
vicUaility  of  failed-mode  control 
options  (reconfigured  and  substitute 
flight  controls)  for  emergency 
conditions . 

Benefits: 

This  program  will  in^rove  the 
relicibility,  durability,  and  failure 
prediction  of  onboard  systems  whose 
failure  could  produce  a  catastrophic 
consequence.   It  will  also  provide  the 
means  to  prevent  onboard  problems  from 
resulting  in  tragic  consequences. 
Failure  prevention  research  will  reduce 
the  risk  of  catastrophic  accidents, 
minimize  hull  damage,  and  reduce 
serious  injuries  and  fatalities. 
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1993 


1994 


1995 


1996 


1997 


1998 


1999 


066-110  AIRCRAFT  CATASTROPHIC  FAILURE  PREVENTION  RESEARCH 


®- 


Turbine  Engine  Failure  Hazards 


® ® 

Rsk  Assmnl  Mdl  Demo  Dsgn  CriL  for  Failure  Hzid  Pioiect  Banier  Mtl. 


® 
Fragmeni  Hazards  Analysis  Code 


Airframe  Failures 


■®- 


-®  ®- 


Acfi  Failure  Risk  Assessncnl  &  Tlireai  Def  Compll  Fail.  Mchnsm  Matrix  Dt»c       Pnx  Aiifiame  Sman  Smici 


(Er 


-<Sr 


Flight  Control  Failures 

® 


RiskAssinnt.AcxidcnlAnlys.PanI         Rying  Qualilies  Snxlies,  Pan  I         Flying  Qualilics  Review  &  Oil.  Pan  II 


® 


Initial  Guidelines  for  Flight  Control  Sys  Redundancy  &  Back-Up 


••♦LEGEND*" 


® 

Initialed  Prior  to  FY93  Project  Activity  Milestone 


FUMDINO  SmiMAKY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

837 

2,701 

2,705 
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RESEMICH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Itam  No:  6g 

Proffram  Title:  Fire  Research 

Amount:   $5,038,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No:  067-110 


Basis  for  Request : 

The  Aviation  Safety  Research  Act  of 
1988  requires  the  FAA  to  perform  long- 
term  fire  research.   The  goal  is  to 
develop  technologies  that  eliminate 
fire  as  a  cause  of  fatalities  in 
aircraft  accidents.   To  achieve  this 
goal,  the  FAA  must  develop  the  mecms  to 
assess  etnd  significeintly  improve  fire 
safety  characteristics  of  individual 
aircraft  designs  and  assemblies. 

The  Fire  Research  Program  is  organized 
into  highly  specialized  long-term 
research  thrust  areas  as  defined  in  the 
Aviation  Safety  Research  Act  of  1988. 
It  includes  a  number  of  technical 
thrusts  previously  managed  within  the 
Aircraft  Systems  Fire  Safety  Program. 
Areas  such  as  fire  modeling  and  fire 
resistamt  material  development  can  be 
derived  from  emerging  technologies, 
whereas  efforts  under  the  Aircraft 
Systems  Fire  Safety  Program  concentrate 
on  improved  applications  of  existing 
products . 

Program  Request: 

Advemced  conputer  fire  models  will  be 
applied  to  predict  effects  of  burning 
aircraft  interior  materials  on 
passengers  as  well  as  on  critical 
flight  systems  in  FY  1995.   The 
likelihood  of  in-flight  fires  starting 
from  specific  aircraft  con^onents  will 
be  evaluated  through  application  of 
risk  assessment  technologies.   This 
risk  analysis  will  provide  base 
scenarios  for  the  advanced  conqputer 
models. 

In  FY  1995,  university  grants  will  be 
used  to  synthesize  new  high  teirperature 
polymer  systems  for  aircraft  cabin 
interiors.   Fundamental  studies  of 
underlying  chemical  processes 
associated  with  material  f lamme03ility 
will  provide  inputs  on  material 
behavior  for  the  advanced  computer  fire 
models.   In  parallel  with  the  study  of 
chemical  thermal  degradation  in  FY  1995 
will  be  application  of  molecular 
dynamical  simulations  to  relate  polymer 
structure  to  material  f lammability. 

A  fundamental  long-term  effort  on 
aircraft  advanced  fire  suppression  will 
be  initiated  in  FY  1995.   This  effort 
will  be  aimed  at  defining  mechanisms 
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that  lead  fires  to  self  extinguish. 
The  efforts  will  include  fire  modelling 
approaches  along  with  effects  of 
material  additives  and  material 
molecular  composition. 

Benefits : 

Long-term  fire  research  will  provide 
the  technical  basis  for  substantial 
fire  safety  inprovements  in  next 
generation  aircraft.   The  research  will 
also  lead  to  longer  term  new  devices 
and  advanced  systems  that  will  provide 
added  fire  safety  to  current  generation 
aircraft. 


J 


1513 


1993  I  I9»t  I  1W5  I  1996 


067-110  FIRE  RESEARCH 


1997 


1998 


1999 


Fire  Modeling 


® ® 

Computa  Model  for  Inteiior  Cabin  Hies 


■®- 


PD9-CiishFiic  Model 


®- 


■^ 


Fire  Resistant  Materials 

-<B 


-®- 


StleclGenencSmicturesfocSafaylmprovaiKnls     HSCT  Maierial  Vulnerabiliiy  Piwolype  Fireproof  Polymer  Sys 


&■ 


Vulnerability  Analysb 

® 


-<Er 


ViilDAs9nlTcchii(Sub«)nk)      Vuln  A$sinlTeclui(Supasonic) 


Advanced  Suppression 


®- 


®  ®— 

Cnbcal  Parameters  for  MatenaJ  Burning  Suppres.  Model  for  Interior  Fires 


♦"LEGEND*" 


Imiuicd  Pn«  lo  Fy93 


Project  Acbvity 


Milestone 


FUNDING  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  199S 
REQUESTED 

0 

0 

5,028 
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RESElLItCH,  EHOZBIEERmQ  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRMAY  TROST  POND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  199S 


Budget  Itam  Hoi  7a 

R,E&D  Plan  Hoi 

071-110 

Progran  Titlat  BicploalvwB  and  Naapona  Datactloa 

Anount:  $33,675,000 

Baaia  for  Raquaat : 

The  need  for  accurate  and  effective 
explosives  detection  continues  with 
increasing  importance  as  more 
sophisticated  terrorist  threats 
develop.   This  project  seeks  to  both 
improve  existing  capabilities  £md  to 
develop  new  capabilities  based  on 
emerging  technologies . 

The  project  will  also  ensure  continuing 
airport  and  aircraft  security  by 
developing  new  explosives/weapons 
detection  systems. 

Program  Request : 

Explosives  Detection 
In  FY  1994,  work  continued  on  the 
development  of  two  basic  types  of 
explosive  detectors:   one  designed  to 
collect,  analyze,  and  identify  trace 
vapors/particles  from  different 
explosives;  and  the  other  designed  to 
use  electromagnetic  energy  or  nuclear 
techniques  to  penetrate  and  identify 
bulk  explosives  based  on  their 
elemental  or  structural  composition. 
Both  vapor  and  bulk  explosive  detectors 
are  applicable  to  screening  a  wide 
variety  of  objects. 

Prototype  systems  using  nuclear,  x-ray, 
and  electromagnetic  methods  to  screen 
checked  baggage  continued  the 
development  cycle  while  development  for 
cargo  screening  was  initiated. 
Evaluations  of  prototype  vapor  portals 
were  completed  in  FY  1994.   A  number  of 
new  detection  technologies  using  mass 
spectrometry  and   biosensor  techniques 
were  identified  and  evaluated.   Ion 
mobility  spectroscopy  and  surface 
acoustic  wave  detection  systems  were 
completed  and  tested.   A  computerized 
x-ray  tomography  prototype  was  deployed 
for  field  evaluation,  and  several  units 
were  sold  to  overseas  airports.   A 
coherent  x-ray  scatter  prototype 
collected  data  at  an  airport  and  begeui 
field  evaluation.   X-ray  backscattei , 
high  resolution  x-ray,  device  detector 
systems  and  dual  energy/dual  view  x- 
rays  were  bought  by  and  installed  for 
evaluation  at  foreign  airports. 

The  search  for  new  concepts  and 
innovative  approaches  from  industry  and 
academia  continued  to  be  a  major 
priority  of  the  program  in  FY  1994  as 


well  as  a  systems  integration  approach 
for  bulk  euid  vapor  detection  devices. 

In  FY  1995,  operational  test  and 
evaluation  of  combined  bulk  and  vapor 
systems  will  be  completed  at  am 
airport .   Component  development  such  as 
accelerators,  detectors,  and  targets 
for  nuclear  systems  will  be  ongoing  for 
the  long  term  to  reduce  the  size, 
con^jlexity,  and  cost  and  to  reduce  risk 
when  initiating  prototype  system 
development . 

Weapons  Detection 
In  FY  1994,  commercial  detection 
devices  were  evaluated  and  new 
standards  developed  to  assure  the 
continuing  effectiveness  of  these 
systems.   Methods  of  enhancing  the 
performance  of  the  current  generation 
of  screening  systems  continued  to  be 
investigated.   Alternate  methods  to 
detect  non-metallic  handguns,  as  well 
as  flammable  liquids,  were  also 
investigated.   A  real  time  millimeter 
wave  passenger  screening  laboratory 
model  was  evaluated  in  the  laboratory. 
A  dielectric  bottle  screening  system 
was  evaluated  at  an  airport. 

In  FY  1995,  laboratory  evaluation  of  a 
real  time  millimeter  wave  passenger 
screening  portal  system  will  begin.   An 
integrated  vapor  and  millimeter  wave 
prototype  to  screen  passengers  for 
weapons  and  explosives  will  be  tested 
in  the  laboratory.   A  magnetic 
resonance  prototype  bottle  screener 
will  be  evaluated  in  the  airport. 

Benefits: 

Improved  explosive  detection  systems 
eind  devices  will  decrease  vulnerability 
to  terrorist  acts  against  U.S.  air 
carriers,  airports  and  the  American 
people.   Automated  systems  will  meet 
increased  passenger  flow  while 
minimizing  cost.   Continued  near  and 
long  term  development  will  impact  the 
economic  vieibility  of  the  American 
industry  to  coirpete  in  the  global 
market . 


RED- 7 2 


1515 


® 

Op  Teg  of  Vapor  Dct  Poral  &  Linear  MilUineler  Wave  Ponal 

Checked  Baggage  Screening 

►  ®  ® 


1993 


1994 


199S 


199i 


1997 


1998 


1999 


071-110  EXPLOSIVEAVEAPONS  DETECTION 

Passenger  Screening  Devices 


® 

Microwave  Ponal  Lab  Piolotype 


12^ 


-0 


liuegraled  Scanning  Ponal  Aulo,  High  Vol  Passenger  Scanning  Ponal 


® 

Op  Test  2  Dimensional  Millimeler  Wave  Poiul 


Prototype  CohereniX-RayScana  Aolo  Vapor  Eval 


■<&r 


■^ 


Pnx  &  Eval  Nuclear  Quadrupolc  Fast  Ncuiron/Radiography  Atpn  Test  Pulsed  Fast  Neumm 


■<Sr 


■® 


CompTomogXnyProuVAutoBackscaOerX-Ray  Advanced  Compuleiiiei)  Tomography  Prototype 

Carry-on  Baggage  Screening 


®  i 

I 

Op  Testing  of  PotuMc  Vapor/Pamcle  Device  ! 

Cargo  Screening 

►  ®- 


Cargo  X-Ray  Sys  Pioo 


® 

Nxlear  Cargo  Inspect  Sys  Ptoto 


Multiple  Application 


■^ 


IS 


Biotechnology  Vapor  Detector  Pioto  Inieg  Weapon/Expl  Detect  Sys 


&■ 


® 

Integrated  Vapor,  Bulk  &  New  Threat  Detection  Baggage  Inspect  Sys 


•*•  LEGEND  ••* 


Initialed  Prior  ID  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FDNDINO   SrniHARY    ($000) 

FY   1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY    1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY   1995 
REQUESTED 

26,427 

22,829 

23,675 
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RESEARCH,  ENOIHEERXDG  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AHD  AXRNAY  TROST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  19 95 


Budget  Item  Ho:  7b 

Program  Title:  KAS  Security 

Amount:   $1,977,000 


R,E&0  Plan  No:  073-110 


Basis  for  Request : 

The  FAA  has  conducted  a  vulnerability 
assessment  of  domestic  airports.   This 
study  addressed  current  airport 
security  level,  assumed  level  of 
threat,  and  contingency  plcmning  for 
response  to  a  heightened  threat .   This 
vulnerability  assessment  revealed 
weaknesses  at  our  domestic  airports 
when  confronted  with  a  higher  level  of 
threat. 

Program  Request : 

The  FAA  has  conducted  a  threat  and  risk 
assessment  of  components  of  the 
National  Airspace  System  (NAS) .   This 
study  addressed  current  threat  levels 
and  the  assumed  level  of  risk  for 
certain  FAA  owned  assets . 

In  FY  1994,  a  cost  analysis  for 
implementation  of  Domestic-wide 
Positive  Passenger  Baggage  Matching 
(PPBM)  was  initiated.   An  enhanced 
system  design  and  operational 
procedures  were  developed  for  security 
approaches  to  effectively  counter 
higher  levels  of  threat  while 
maintaining  economic  viability, 
responsiveness,  and  mainteneince  of 
passenger  flow.   Security  designs  were 
implemented  and  integration  of  new 
technologies  and  procedures  to  counter 
identified  new  threats  and 
vulnerabilities  will  continue  in 
FY  1995. 

In  FY  1995,  an  evaluation  of  radio 
frequency  microtransponders  to  reduce 
costs  for  baggage  handling  in  PPBM  will 
be  con^leted.   Development  of 
simulation  tools  for  modeling  effects 
of  proposed  security  chemges  and 
introduction  of  Developmental  Explosive 
Detection  System  (EDS)  will  continue. 

Benefits: 

Applied  systems  integration  and 
operational  evaluation  of  technologies 
and  procedures  for  airports  and  FAA 
facilities  will  determine  which 
technologies  and  procedures  can  be 
implemented  in  the  NAS.   It  will  also 
identify  those  areas  where  further 
development  is  needed.   Operational 
test  results  cind  man-machine  conflicts 
will  be  fed  back  into  the  security 
system  integration  configuration,  which 
includes  human  factors,  to  provide 


timely  updates  for  threat-risk 
assessment,  standards,  and  adaptive 
human  factors  requirements. 


RED-74 


1517 


®- 


1993  I  1994 


073-110  NAS  SECURITY 


1995 


199< 


1997 


1998 


1999 


Airport/Terminal  Security 

® 


Begin  Aiuly 


AuCD  Vulnenbiliiy  Anaiy  Model 


® 
Cosl-Bencni  Analy  of  PPBM  Originadon  Bags 


® 
Cosl'Benent  Analy  of  PPBM  System  Wide 


® 
Eviliution  Repoits  of  Security  Feaiues  in  New  Aiipon/Tenninal  ConstnictioD 


»•*  LEGEND " 


Irliiaicd  Prior  lo  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


Continue  Integration  of  EDS  Sl  Other  Counter  Measures 


FUNDINO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FT  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

4.062 

2,454 

1,977 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRMAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  7c 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

076-110 

Program  Title:  Aviation  Security  Buman  Factors 

Amount:   $3,124,000 

Baaia  for  Request: 

The  Aviation  Security  Inqprovement  Act 
of  1990  mandated  that  the  FAA  improve 
human  performeuice  aspects  of  overall 
security  system  performance.   The  FAA 
is  meeting  this  challenge  through  its 
Aviation  Security  Humein  Factors  (ASHFP) 
Program  to  enhance  human  performance 
through  R&D  to  identify  2tnd  exploit 
technological  innovations.   The  program 
meets  this  goal  by  identifying  human 
performance  problems  and  determining 
solutions  including  changes  in 
equipment  design,  operational 
procedures,  personnel  selection  and 
training.   Solutions  ensue  from 
systematic  research  efforts  in 
collaboration  with  other  government 
agencies,  the  aviation  industry,  and 
academia. 

Program  Request : 

The  ASHFP  enhances  overall  system 
performance  through  R&D  to  identify  and 
resolve  human  performeince  problems. 
Progrcimmatic  thrusts  in  1994  emphasized 
R&D  on  baggage  screening  and  passenger 
profiling.   Baseline  x-ray  detection 
probabilities  were  determined,  system 
capabilities  were  enhanced  through  an 
emphasis  on  operator  training  and 
increased  ecpiipment  capability,  and 
systems  were  operationally  tested.   The 
other  program  effort  resulted  in  the 
development  and  testing  of  a  passive 
domestic  passenger  profiling  system. 
This  system  was  then  automated. 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  101-604, 
the  ASHFP  will  conduct  R&D  in  1995  on 
x-ray  screening,  passenger  profiling, 
and  human  systems  integration  (HSI) . 
Screening  R&D  focuses  on  the  Screener 
Proficiency  Evaluation  And  Reporting 
System  (SPEARS)  technology  for 
enhancing  operator  acquisition  and 
sustainment  training  as  well  as 
performance  monitoring.   SPEARS  worlc 
consists  of:  (1)  correcting  system 
deficiencies  identified  in  the  initial 
operational  test  and  evaluation, 
(2)  confirming  that  functional 
requirements  were  ultimately  met  by 
conducting  a  follow-on  operational  test 
and  evaluation,  (3)  identifying  traits 
and  abilities  for  optimal  x-ray 
screener  performance,  and  (4)  devel- 
oping the  technical  data  package  and 
certification  standard  for  SPEARS. 


Profiling  projects  include: 
(1)  extending  automated  domestic 
passenger  profiling  to  the  other  two 
major  reser^^ation  data  systems  (APOLLO, 
SABER),  (2)  conducting  passenger  survey 
research  to  determine  accepteOaility  of 
costs /delays  due  to  increased  security 
precautions,  (3)  developing  and  testing 
active  domestic  profiling  techniques, 
and  (4)  developing  implementation 
techniques  for  passive  and  active 
domestic  profiling. 

The  HSI  efforts  include:  (1)  assessing 
the  FAA  headquarters  (ASC)  needs  for 
human  factors  training  and  providing 
instruction  required,  (2)  evaluating 
human  factors  aspects  of  screening 
within  large  cargo  facilities, 
(3)  evaluating  detection  systems 
involving  emerging  technologies  (e.g., 
bottle  screening,  millimeter  wave 
detection),  (4)  optimizing  combined 
technologies  through  R&D  on  component 
integration  within  futuristic  screener 
stations,  (5)  studying  crisis  team 
integration  and  management  and 
developing  training  techniques  to 
enhance  cohesion  and  efficiency,  and 
(6)  studying  implementation  of  the 
'challenge  rule',  identifying 
performance  shortfalls  and  necessary 
revisions. 

Benefits: 

Passenger  safety  will  be  greatly 
increased  through  substantial 
restrictions  on  opportunities  to  bring 
dangerous  devices  aboard  aircraft. 
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Initialed  Prior  to  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FDNDINO  SUMMARY  ($000) 

FT  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

951 

2,845 

3,124 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPHENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

PISCAI.  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  7d 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

075-110 

Program  Title:  Aircraft  Hardening 

Amount:   $7,838,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

The  threat  to  aircraft  survival  due  to 
in-flight  detonation  of  a  small 
explosive  device  continues  to  be 
significant.   This  program  focuses  on 
determining  the  minimum  size  explosive 
that  must  be  detected  to  ensure 
aircraft  survivability.   It  also 
assesses  methods  of  increasing 
survivability  through  a  reduction  in 
blast  effects  and/or  an  increase  in 
aircraft  capability  to  resist  blast 
through  design  changes  to  structure  or 
systems . 

Program  Request : 

Through  FY  1994,  the  methodology  for 
determining  blast  effects  on  aircraft 
structure  and  systems  as  well  as  a 
preliminary  assessment  of  aircraft 
vulnerability  were  completed.   A 
feasibility  study  and  improved  design 
analysis  work  was  accomplished  on 
modified  baggage  containers  and  a 
preliminary  certification  standard  for 
blast  mitigation  was  published.   Actual 
explosive  tests  on  aircraft  structure 
and  components  were  conducted  to 
validate  the  vulnerability  methodology 
and  verify  the  mitigation  properties  of 
containers.   Prototype  containers  were 
tested  in  terms  of  operational 
effectiveness  as  well  as  blast 
resistance. 

In  FY  1995,  a  full  scale  testing  device 
will  be  acquired  and  the  analysis  of 
wide-bodied  aircraft  by  aircraft 
manufacturers  will  be  validated.   New 
design  techniques  which  could  increase 
aircraft  resistance  to  explosive 
effects  will  be  identified, 
analytically  assessed,  and  validated. 
The  final  report  on  vulnerability  of 
commercial  aircraft  to  explosive 
effects  will  be  coordinated  with  the 
detection  community.   The  analysis  of 
future  aircraft  designs  and  the 
consideration  of  alternate  threats, 
such  as  the  potential  impact  of 
surface-to-air  missiles  on  commercial 
aviation,  will  continue. 

Benefits : 

Improved  in-flight  safety  resulting 
from  increased  aircraft  survivability 
and  a  better  definition  of  the  minimum 
requirement  for  detection  of 
explosives.   Lives  will  be. saved  by 


increasing  the  survivability  of  the 
aircraft  from  difficult  to  detect 
explosive  threats  as  well  as  mitigating 
vulnerability  to  other  terrorist 
threats.   In  addition,  cost  trade-offs 
with  detection  equipment  can  be  better 
analyzed  and  a  detection  requirement 
better  defined. 
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Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FDNDZNO  SUHHARY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQOESTED 

4,490 

7,802 

7,828 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  ANC  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Zt«n  Not  8a 

Program  Title:  Flightdeck  Bunaa  Factor* 

Amountt   $6,890,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No: 


081-110 
081-111 
081-112 


Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  will  improve  human 
performance  in  the  cockpit  by 
developing  a  better  understanding  of 
human  limits  and  capabilities  and  the 
root  causes  of  human  error;  and  using 
this  knowledge  to  improve  systems 
design,  operating  procedures,  and 
airman  selection,  training,  and 
certification.   Human  error  is  listed 
as  a  probable  cause  in  approximately 
65%  of  fatal  civil  air  transport 
accidents,  and  a  higher  proportion  of 
general  aviation  accidents. 

Program  Request : 

In  FY  1995,  a  comparative  analysis  of 
the  two  predominant  types  of  cockpit 
automation  design  will  be  completed  to 
identify  and  prioritize  safety  issues. 
Analysis  and  simulator  testing  of  these 
issues  will  then  continue,  to  develop 
recommendations  for  improved  cockpit 
automation  design,  operational 
procedures,  and  training.  The 
feasibility  of  using  recorded  flight 
data  for  the  automated  measurement  of 
flight  crew  performance  and  training 
will  be  demonstrated  with  an  initial 
prototype  system. 

Criteria  will  be  developed  for  the 
evaluation  of  crew  decision  making 
skills.   Simulator  and  flight  tests  of 
simplified,  more  readable  instrument 
approach  charts  will  be  completed,  aind 
chart  design  and  evaluation  guidelines 
published. 

Benefits : 

This  program  primarily  addresses  the 
FAA  major  mission  area  of  safety,  with 
additional  benefits  in  efficiency  and 
productivity.   Aviation  insurance  data 
shows  that,  in  1992  alone,  accidents  of 
western-built  jet  transport  aircraft 
cost  735  lives  and  $850,000,000.   Human 
error  accidents  thus  cost  approximately 
$552,500,000  and  478  lives  in  1992 
(based  on  the  65%  alluded  to  above) . 

The  1970-1992  data  trend  predicts  human 
error  accidents  will  cost  $650  million 
annually  by  the  end  of  the  decade 
unless  their  rate  is  reduced.   A 
program  of  flight  safety  enhancement 
through  improvements  in  flight  deck 
human  engineering,  flight  crew 
performance  standards,  airman 


selection,  and  initial  and  recurrent 
training,  needs  only  to  prevent  a 
single  major  accident  to  pay  for  itself 
many  times  over. 

New  flightdeck  technology  and  crew 
training  methods  will  provide  further 
benefits  in  the  form  of  increased 
efficiency.   These  benefits  will  accrue 
to  the  individual  operator  in  terms  of 
reduced  training  costs  and  improved 
capability  of  aircraft  and  crews  to  fly 
fuel  and  time  efficient  profiles. 
Overall  system  efficiency  and  capacity 
will  be  improved  by  the  ability  of 
aircraft  and  crew  to  more  precisely  and 
reliably  follow  trajectories  directed 
by  an  increasingly  automated  ATC 
system,  and  by  fewer  traffic  flow 
disruptions  from  caused  by  judgement 
errors. 
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•»»  LEGEND"* 


Initiated  Prior  10  FY93 


Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FmroiHO  SOHMARY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

7.963 

7,563 

6,890 
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RESEAKCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  8b 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

082-110 

Program  Title:  Air  Traffic  Control  Human  Factors 

Amount:   $6,198,000 

Basis  for  Re(iuest : 

This  program  will  determine  the  effects 
of  automation  and  work  environment  on 
the  performance  of  current  and  next 
generation  air  traffic  controllers.   It 
will  also  develop  improved  methods  of 
controller  selection  and  training,  and 
methods  of  reducing  the  adverse  effects 
of  controller  errors.   Methods  and 
standards  for  consistent  application  of 
human  factors  engineering  in  the 
development  and  implementation  of 
systems  for  the  National  Airspace 
System  will  also  be  established. 

Program  Request : 

Automation  Impact  on  Controllers  and 
ATC  Teatms 

In  FY  1995,  a  project  to  identify  and 
resolve  human  factors  issues  inherent 
in  the  Airport  Surface  Traffic 
Automation  System  (ASTA)  will  be 
completed.  Lessons  learned  from  this 
study  will  have  direct  application  in 
many  other  advanced  automation  systems. 

Human  Performance  and  Safety  Monitoring 
A  method  to  assess  causal  factors 
related  to  En  Route  and  TRACON 
operational  incidents  will  be 
developed.   Using  computerized  re- 
creations of  radar  data  for  testing,  a 
reference  guide  will  be  produced  that 
relates  job  tasks  to  causal  factors  and 
identifies  any  possible  linkages.   The 
end  result  will  be  a  new  tool  to 
investigate  operational  errors. 

Research  will  continue  on  controller 
eye  sccinning  behavior.   Data  will  be 
used  to  teach  scanning  techniques  that 
increase  situational  awareness 
resulting  in  decreased  operational 
errors.   Eye  scanning  behavior  can  be 
used  to  evaluate  proposed  radar 
displays,  consoles,  and  work  stations. 
Research  will  also  continue  on 
assessments  of  other  significemt 
factors  associated  with  controller 
performance,  including  fatigue,  ovei- 
the-counter  medications,  and  the 
development  and  evaluation  of  iirproved 
shift  management  strategies. 
Test  results  of  a  three  dimensional 
sound  synthesizer  for  possible  use  in 
tower  cabs  will  be  available  in 
FY  1995.   If  this  system  proves  to  be 
adaptable  for  use  by  air  traffic 
controllers,  it  will  provide  them  with 


auditory  clues  to  the  direction  and 
approximate  distance  of  aircraft  under 
their  control.   The  additional 
information  should  increase  situational 
awareness  -  thus  enhancing  safety. 

Validity  testing  and  evaluation  of  the 
feasibility  of  establishing  a 
controller  performance  baseline  and 
methodology  will  continue.   This 
initial  study  will  lay  the  groundwork 
for  extensive  future  research  into 
issues  involving  controller 
performance.   A  reliable  eind  accurate 
baseline  can  be  used  in  a  variety  of 
ways  to  explore  the  relationship 
between  diverse  workload  activities  and 
the  potential  impact  on  the  air  traffic 
controller. 

Selection  Training  and  Certification 
Outcomes  from  existing  research  and 
evaluations  of  future  systems 
requirements  will  be  used  to  define 
performcince  parameters  and  develop 
selection  instruments  for  the  air 
traffic  controller  of  the  future.   The 
role  of  team  training  in  current  and 
future  systems  will  be  evaluated. 
Research  will  also  be  introduced  to 
enhance  the  effectiveness  of  tower  cab 
training  programs.   Emphasis  will  be 
placed  on  decision-making  skills  in 
complex,  high  density  facilities. 
These  results  will  provide  facility 
training  managers  with  strategies  and 
guidelines  for  teaching  tactical 
decision-making  skills.   This  project 
will  utilize  previous  rese.-.rch 
conducted  by  the  U.S.  Navy. 

Benefits: 

This  progreun  addresses  the  major 
mission  areas  of  efficiency, 
productivity,  and  safety.   Efficiency 
of  operations  for  users  of  the  National 
Airspace  System  will  be  improved  by 
assuring  that  advanced  technologies  are 
effectively  utilized  to  support  the 
controllers'  role.   Proper  attention  to 
human  factors  in  system  design  and 
operations,  in5>roved  controller 
selection  and  training  methods,  and 
monitoring  of  performance  trends  will 
result  in  lower  personnel  and  training 
costs.   System  safety  will  be  enhanced 
by  a  reduction  in  opportunities  for 
operational  errors  and  a  more  effective 
controller  work  force. 
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FY    1995 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budaet  Item  No:  8c                                    R,E&D  Plan  No: 

083-110 

Program  Title:  Airway  Facilities  Halntenance  Human  Factors 

Amount:   $2,333,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  will  ensure  that  Remote 
Maintenance  Monitoring  and  Maintenance 
Automation  System  procedures  and 
equipment  will  properly  support  the 
role  of  the  maintenance  technician  and 
minimize  human  errors,  and  that 
selection  and  training  methods  will 
maximize  work  force  productivity.   The 
trend  over  the  past  five  years  has  been 
an  increasing  number  of  more  complex 
systems  to  be  maintained  by  fewer 
technicians,  many  of  them  approaching 
retirement  age. 

Program  Request : 

In  FY  1995,  Airway  Facilities  (AF) 
Human  Factors  will  focus  on  four  areas: 
Manpower,  Personnel  and  Training; 
Organizational  Design  and  Management; 
Human- centered  Automation;  and  Human 
Performance . 

Manpower,  Personnel,  and  Training 
The  job  task  analyses  for  AF 
maintenance  positions  completed  in 
FY  1994  provides  the  foundation  for 
continued  expert  systems  development  in 
the  areas  of  training,  job  aids  and 
human -computer  interface  improvements. 
A  prototype  expert  system  to  be  used  as 
a  job  aid  will  be  completed  in  FY  1995. 
This  prototype  will  include  a  training 
system  cind  hypertext  documentation.   It 
will  be  used  to  develop  requirements 
for  a  system  that  can  be  procured  for 
radar  analysts. 

Organizational  Design  and  Management 
Investigation  in  FY  1994  of  the  current 
AF  organizational  structure's 
communication  and  information  exchange 
paths,  management  structure,  and  areas 
of  efficient  and  inefficient  operation 
will  establish  a  baseline  for  research 
planned  for  initiation  in  FY  1995.   The 
FY  1995  task  will  build  on  this  and 
other  related  research  baselines  to 
address  the  numerous  AF  workforce 
modernization  issues  pertaining  to 
current  and  future  assessment, 
recruitment,  and  training.   One  key 
product  includes  new  knowledge,  skills, 
and  abilities  (KSA's)  for  people 
dealing  with  cognitive  functions 
involved  in  managing  automated  systems 
(i.e.,  situation  awareness,  planning 
and  processing,  and  decision  making 
under  time  constraints) .   In  addition. 


this  research  will  provide  a  cost- 
training  effectiveness  model  for 
determining  the  best  advanced 
instructional  technology  system  for 
modernizing  AF  workforce  KSA's.   New 
certification  qualifications  will  be 
defined  for  the  AF  system  specialist 
predicated  on  the  new  KSA's,  previous 
completed  job-task  analyses,  and 
training  performance  criteria. 

Human-Centered  Automation 
This  work  continues  the  development  and 
application  of  human-system  acquisition 
standards,  and  display  symbology  for 
alarm  standardization.   In  FY  1995,  a 
test  will  be  conducted  which  applies 
the  newly  developed  human-system 
acquisition  standards  to  the  AF  system 
acquisition  process.   Guidelines  will 
be  developed  for  streamlining 
information  transfer  and  communications 
between  AF  personnel  and  the  new 
systems  being  procured. 

Human  Performance 

Work  in  this  area  includes  research  to 
increase  situation  awareness  and  reduce 
human-related  errors  in  the  AF 
environment.   The  situation  awareness 
work  will  help  in  developing  the 
operator  interface  for  maintenance 
control  centers  where  the  operator's 
assessment-  of  the  current  and  projected 
situation  is  a  fundamental  requirement 
for  achieving  successful  performance. 
In  FY  1995,  a  prototype  control  center 
display,  developed  to  help  maximize 
operator  performance  in  monitoring, 
detecting  and  diagnosing  AF  system 
failures,  will  be  evaluated. 

Benefits: 

This  program  addresses  the  major  FAA 
mission  areas  of  efficiency, 
productivity,  and  safety.   Significant 
cost  savings  will  result  from  a  more 
productive  and  better  trained  workforce 
when  technician  capabilities  are 
matched  with  the  evolving  new  systems, 
and  good  human  engineering  minimizes 
the  effects  of  human  limitations  and 
adverse  environments.   Benefits  will 
accrue  to  users  through  more  efficient 
operations  and  a  high  level  of  service 
continuity.   High  reliability  also 
contributes  to  system  safety. 
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Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FDNDINO   SDMHARY    ($000) 

FY   1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY   1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY   1995 
REQUESTED 

3,455 

3,692 

2,333 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  8d 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

084-110 

Program  Title:  Fllghtdeck/ATC  System  Integration 

Amount:   $2,199,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

This  program  will  decrease  the 
frequency  of  f lighCdeck/ATC 
communications  errors,  ensure 
compatibility  of  new  generations  of 
aircraft  with  the  evolving  automated 
NAS  and  determine  appropriate 
allocation  of  functions  between  the 
flightdeck  and  ATC.   A  total  system 
approach  will  use  transport  aircraft 
simulators,  linked  to  a  realistic  ATC 
simulation,  to  research  and  refine 
proposed  technologies  and  procedures 
prior  to  operational  implementation. 


system  interactions  prior  to 
operational  implementation  of  new 
technologies  and  services,  design 
induced  human  errors  will  be  reduced. 
Properly  matching  NAS  and  aircraft 
capabilities  and  procedures  will  result 
in  more  efficient  use  of  both  aircraft 
and  ATC  resources . 


Program  Reouest : 

Joint  acquisition  of  a  current 
technology  glass  cockpit  (B-747-400) 
simulator  supports  NASA/FAA's 
objectives  in  the  fields  of  advanced 
cockpit  technology  and  ATC  integration. 
In  FY  1995,  the  FAA,  will  continue  to 
support  the  acquisition  of  the  glass 
cockpit  simulator  under  an  existing 
joint  agreement  with  NASA. 

In  FY  1995,  laboratory  experiments  will 
be  continued  to  assess  the 
effectiveness  of  recommended  changes  in 
pilot/controller  communication 
procedures  and  phraseology.   These 
recommended  changes  will  be  provided  to 
regulatory  personnel  for  implementation 
in  FY  1997. 

In  FY  1995,  work  will  continue  on 
developing  compensation  techniques  to 
ensure  pilot/controller  situation 
awareness.   Research  will  provide:  data 
link  services  and  operational  protocols 
that  will  enhance  the  performance 
capabilities  of  flightdeck  and  ATC 
personnel;  procedural  and  design 
solutions  that  will  reduce  the 
likelihood  or  minimize  the  effect  of 
communication  errors;  and  design  and/or 
procedural  solution  to  compensate  for 
the  loss  of  party  line  information.   As 
automation  and  data  link  systems  comes 
on-line,  techniques  must  be  developed 
to  keep  huijar^  beings  in  the  decision 
making  loeSp.  .This  work  will  be 
completed  i  JX   1998. 

Benefits: 

This  program  primarily  addresses  the 
major  mission  areas  of  safety, 
efficiency,  and  productivity.  By 
identifying  and  resolving  unanticipated 
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Project  Activity 


Milestone 


FUNDIRQ  SUMMXRY  ($000) 

FY  1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY  1995 
REQUESTED 

3,868 

4,342 

2,199 
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RZSEARCB,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRHAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  8e 

R,E&D  Plan  No: 

085-110 

Program  Title:  Aircraft  Maintenance  Human  Factors 

Amount:   $1,579,000 

Basis  for  Request: 

The  human  factors  R,E&D  plan  for 
aircraft  maintenance  is  focused  on 
error  management  and  influencing  the 
private  sector  through  both  information 
and  validated  "best  practice" 
guidelines.   It  has  been  over  20  years 
since  a  descriptive  baseline  of  the 
look  of  aviation  maintenance 
technicians  (AMT's),  their  equipment, 
workplace  environment,  work 
description,  and  information  and 
communication  problems  has  been 
obtained.   Increasing  aircraft 
automation,  changing  materials  eind 
improved  electronics  have  changed  the 
nature  of  AMT  requirements  and 
training. 

This  program  will  cultivate  and 
validate  training  methods  to  improve 
performance  of  aircraft  maintenaince  and 
inspection  personnel.   It  will  generate 
regulatory. support  materials  to  revise 
FAR  Parts  65  and  147,  and  develop 
information  on  advanced  technology, 
techniques  and  job  performance  of 
aircraft  maintenance  industry 
personnel,  and  FAA  aviation  safety 
inspectors.   The  program  will  produce 
information  on  how  workplace 
environment  and  work  conditions  affect 
technician  performance.   In  addition, 
FAA  has  a  need  to  analyze  the  human 
factors  of  information  management  for 
aviation  safety  inspectors.   These 
studies  will  also  be  accomplished  in 
this  program. 

Program  Request: 

In  FY  1995,  Aircraft  Maintenance  Human 
Factors  will  continue  to  evaluate 
applications  of  advanced  technology. 
Newly  developed  pen-based  computers 
will  be  studied  in  order  to  determine 
their  utility  for  FAA  aviation  safety 
inspectors  (ASI) .   A  task  to  study 
design  of  work  cards  will  be  completed. 
Work  cards  are  printed  documentation 
used  by  mechanics  to  complete 
inspection  and  repair  procedures.   A 
study  will  examine  team  performsuice  and 
team  training  in  aircraft  mainteneince. 
This  task  will  seek  to  apply  knowledge 
gained  on  team-based  work  in  other 
professions  to  the  aircraft  maintenance 
realm.   An  electronic  version  of  the 
Human  Factors  Guidebook  will  be 
published. 


These  efforts  are  part  of  an  agency- 
wide,  NASA  and  industry  effort  to 
provide  improved  safety  in  maintenance 
and  inspection  of  aircraft. 

Benefits : 

Reduction  in  accidents  and  incidents  in 
air  carrier  operations  attributable  to 
maintenance  and  inspection.   Reduction 
in  human  errors  through  an  integrated 
system  approach  to  maintenance  and 
inspection.   Enhanced  training  methods, 
job  performance  aids,  improved  human 
engineering  of  equipment,  as  well  as 
improved  FAA  oversight  and  regulations. 
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FDNDZIIQ  SUHHARY  ($000) 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AMD  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TROST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  8f 

Program  Title:  Aeromedical  Research 

Amount:   $6,130,000 


R,E&D  Plan  No: 


086-110 
087-110 


Basis  for  Request : 

These  programs:   (1)  assess  which  types 
of  persons  are  physiologically  and 
clinically  adaptable  to  the  civilian 
flight  environment,  and  what  types  of 
injury  and  death  occur  in  this 
environment;  and  (2)  address  agency- 
wide  performance  issues  associated  with 
reducing  management  levels,  introducing 
new  technologies  into  the  workplace, 
and  balancing  the  workforce  in  terms  of 
ethnicity,  age,  and  gender. 

Resulting  information  is  used  to: 

(1)  evaluate,  develop,  and  recommend 
protective  equipment  and  procedures; 

(2)  generate  specialized  guidance  to 
regulatory  staff;  and  (3)  develop 
improved  policies  and  procedures  for 
employees  to  perform  efficiently,  both 
individually  aid  as  a  team,  in  response 
to  the  changing  workplace  and  new 
requirements.   An  in-house  cross- 
functional  research  staff,  with 
stability  to  maintain  long  term 
programs  of  research  and  the 
flexibility  to  respond  rapidly  to 
emerging  issues  and  concerns,  is 
provided. 

Note:   For  FY  1995,  the  Workforce 
Performance  Optimization  Project  has 
been  added  to  this  budget  line  cind 
consolidates  activity  that  was  formerly 
spread  throughout  Budget  activity  8, 
Humein  Factors  and  Aviation  Medicine. 
The  realignment  of  these  activities 
account  for  the  majority  of  the 
increase  in  this  Budget  line  from 
FY  1994.   No  new  funding  is  involved. 
The  work  conducted  in  this  project  is 
specifically  in  response  to 
Section  5(e)  and  Section  8  of  the 
Aviation  Safety  Research  Act  of  1988, 
for  CAMI  to  conduct  research  associated 
with  "agency  work  force  optimization", 
including  training,  equipment  design, 
reduction  of  errors,  and  identification 
of  candidate  tasks  for  automation. 

Program  Request : 

Aeromedical  Research 
Major  products  projected  for  FY  1995 
include:  (1)  quantitative 
bioengineering  criteria  to  prevent 
cervical  spinal  injury;  (2)  technical 
standards  for  child  flotation  devices; 

(3)  standards  for  new  protective 
breathing  modalities;  (4)  aircraft 


evacuation  standards  and  computer 
simulations  that  minimize  dangerous 
trials;  and  (5)  clinical /human  factors 
assessments  of  all  major  aircraft 
accidents . 

Workforce  Performance  Optimization 
Products  for  FY  1995  include:  (1)  an 
improved  tool  for  identifying  the  work 
environment  factors  that  impact 
employee  performance,  efficiency,  and 
safety;  (2)  the  identification  of 
individual,  situational,  and  group 
factors  that  reduce  errors  and  lead  to 
effective  work  team  performance;  and 
(3)  identification  of  operator 
behaviors  and  training  that  support  the 
optimization  of  employee  performance 
particularly  in  advcinced  automation 
environments . 

Benefits : 

Our  biochemical,  and  bioengineering 
products  have  worldwide  applications. 
These  products  reduce  the  morbidity  and 
mortality  suffered  by  passengers  and 
crew  in  aircraft  accidents.   Our 
products  permit  us  to  specify  the  role 
of  drugs  and  alcohol,  and  other 
clinical  factors,  in  accident 
causation. 

By  clarifying  accident  liability,  our 
products  -have  saved  the  FAA  well  over 
$5  million  dollars  in  liability 
assessments  per  year  since  1991.   Some 
people  will  also  undoubtedly  escape 
death  as  a  result  of  our  FY  1995 
products,  and  others  will  be  spared 
lengthy  recovery  from  personal  injury. 

Additionally,  our  products  help  negate 
fears  that  might  restrict  use  of 
civilian  flight  opportunities  by  the 
pxiblic,  thus  assisting  in  the 
continuous  growth  of  civil  aviation. 
Products  from  workforce  performeince 
optimization  will  serve  to  enhance 
individual  cuid  work  group  efficiency, 
cost  effectiveness,  and  job  performance 
of  FAA  employees. 
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Prajeci  Activity 


Milestone 


FDHDZIIO   SUMWUtY    ($000) 

FT   1993 
APPROPRIATED 

FY    1994 
APPROPRIATED 

FY   1995 
REQUESTED 

4,270 
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RESEARCH,  ENGINEERING  AND  DEVELOPMENT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

FISCAL  YEAR  1995 


Budget  Item  No:  9a 

R,E(cD  Plan  No: 

091-110 
091-111 

Program  Title:  Environment  and  Energy 

091-112 
091-113 

Amount:   $5,429,000 

Basis  for  Request : 

Under  the  mandate  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  Noise  Control 
Act,  FAR  Parts  36  and  150,  this  program 
addresses  the  environmental 
consequences  of  FAA's  actions  and 
identify  aircraft  noise  reduction 
technology  and  efficient  aircraft  noise 
certification  procedures.   As  directed 
by  Sec.  232  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  and 
under  the  authority  of  FAR  Part  34,  the 
aim  is  to  identify  efficient  and 
consistent  engine  emissions 
certification  procedures. 

Program  Request : 

The  three  general  thrusts  in  noise 
reduction  technology  are:  (1)  identify 
the  feasible  airframe  and  engine 
technologies;  (2)  establish  the 
technical  and  engineering  support  for 
the  simplification  of  the  noise 
certification  procedures  for  large 
helicopters,  general  aviation,  and 
transport  category  aircraft;  and  (3) 
harmonize  the  international  noise 
certification  procedures.   A  major 
activity  is  the  FAA/NASA  long-term 
research  program  to  investigate  the 
state  of  technology  to  reduce  aircraft 
noise  from  airfreime  and  engines  as  part 
of  the  Advanced  Subsonic  Aircraft 
Technology  Initiative. 

The  general  thrusts  in  the  aircraft 
emissions  arena  are:  (1)  demonstrate 
the  effect  of  aviation  upon  global 
climate  change  and  ozone  layers;  (2) 
identify  new  engine  designs  which 
reduce  emissions;  and  (3)  develop  more 
efficient  engine  emissions 
certification  procedures.   Major 
activities  include  FAA/NASA  long-term 
research  programs  as  part  of  the  High- 
Speed  Research  cind  Advanced  Subsonic 
Technology  Initiatives., 

The  approach  to  improve  and  expand  upon 
existing  environmental  assessment 
capabilities  includes  an  integrated 
system  of  analytical  tools,  guidelines, 
and  training  regimens  to  apply  to  the 
assessment  of  the  environmental  impacts 
of  agency  actions. 

Products  in  FY  1995  include  an  enhanced 
rotorcraft  noise  assessment  capability; 
improved  environmental  review  and 
evaluation  training  curricula;  a  U.S. 


working  paper  to  ICAO  CAEP/3  with 
recommendations  on  future  international 
noise  certification  standards  for  large 
turbojet  aircraft;  simplified 
rotorcraft  noise  certification 
procedure;  and  a  new  Advisory  Circular 
of  aircraft  engine  emission 
certification  levels. 

Benefits: 

The  return  on  investment  is  measured  by 
the  agency's  direct  actions  to  diminish 
environmental  constraints  on  airport 
development  and  system  capacity. 
Better  means  of  assessing  aviation 
noise  impacts  will  lead  to  better 
agency  decisions  on  the  aviation  system 
and  reduce  environmental  constraints  on 
airport  and  system  capacity.   Simpler 
aircraft  noise  and  engine  emissions 
certification  procedures  should 
substantially  reduce  costs  to 
manufacturers . 

Research  into  new  source  noise  and 
emissions  abatement  technologies  will 
reduce  adverse  environmental  impacts  of 
aviation  activity  and  help  maintain  the 
position  of  the  U.S.  Aviation  industry 
in  the  international  marketplace. 
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MUorae 


wuaiiitM  somaicr  ($ooo) 

FY   1993 
APPROPSZ&TKD 

rt  1994 

APPXOPRZATCD 

FT   1995 
RBQOESTED 

4,750 

5,385 

5,429 

78-849  0-94-49 
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RZSEARCB,  EMOZNEEIUIIO  AMD  DEVEI.OPMEIIT 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

FISCAI.  YEAR  1995 


Budgat  Xtam  No:  10m 

R,E&D  Plan  No:  APPENDIX  A 

Proffram  Title:  Znnovativ* /Cooperative  Research 

Aaountt   $5,03€,000 

Baala  £or  Ra(iueat: 

This  progreun  will:  (1)  provide  the  FAA 
technical  community  with  a  portfolio  of 
tools  to  access  forefront  research  and 
technology  in  academic,  industrial  and 
government  sectors;  (2)  support  the 
Office  of  Research  and  Technology 
Applications;  and  (3)  satisfy  several 
congressionally  mandated  resesurch 
requirements  and  stimulate  new  ideas 
and  technologies  by  the  FAA. 

Program  ReQueat : 

Aviation  Research  GrantsNCenters  of 
Excellence  Program 
Grants  are  used  to  access  research 
through  universities  and  non-profit 
institutions.   Both  a  competitive  phase 
for  long  term  interdisciplinary 
(discretionary)  grants,  and  program 
funded  grants  are  anticipated.   The 
FAA/NASA  Joint  University  Program  will 
become  part  of  the  grants  program  in 
FY  1995.   A  Center  of  Excellence 
identified  in  FY  1994  will  be 
established  with  technical  program 
funds.   Additional  Centers  of 
Excellence  will  continue  to  be 
identified,  and  program  funds  will 
continue  support  for  existing  Centers. 

Technology  Transfer  Program 
This  program  includes  Cooperative 
Research  and   Development  Agreements 
(CRDA)  and  lin)cage  of  FAA  with  other 
Federal  laboratories.   (Under  the  CRDA 
initiative,  over  80  agreements  have 
been  implemented  with  private  industry 
through  FY  1994 . )   The  Technical 
Employee  Exchange  Program  and  seminar 
series  will  continue,  as  will  training 
in  CRDA's,  intellectual  property, 
patents /licensing,  emd  royalty  sharing. 

Proposals  sutsmitted  through  the 
Innovative  Development  and  Engineering 
Applications  (IDEA)  initiative  will 
continue  to  be  evaluated  and 
implemented  as  feasible. 

Small  Business  Innovation  Research 
(SBIR)  Program 

This  program  provides  access  to 
innovative  ideas  and  products  in  a 
flexible,  responsive  manner.   Research 
topics  will  be  chosen  in  areas  of 
aircraft  safety,  air  traffic  control, 
human  factors,  and  flight  service, 
information  and  airport  technology. 


Independent  Research  etnd  Development 
(IR&D)  Program 

This  progrcun  draws  on  the  strengths  and 
strategic  plans  of  private  industry  to 
provide  continuous  technical 
innovation. 

The  FAA  will  continue  influencing  the 
direction  of  aviation  related  IR&D. 
Closer  industry/government 
relationships  will  be  established 
through  Technical  Interchange  Groups  in 
the  framewor)c  of  the  IR&D  program. 
IR&D  information  will  be  obtained  from 
industrial  sources,  which  will  be 
matched  with  relevant  ongoing  FAA  R&D 
programs . 

FAA/NASA  Cooperative  Programs 
Cooperative  RtD  will  continue  under 
memoranda  of  understanding  and  project 
tasks  established  in  human  factors, 
severe  weather,  coc)cpit/ATC 
integration,  airworthiness, 
environmental  compatibility,  and 
program  support . 

University  Fellowship  Research  Progrcun 
Fellows  will  conduct  research  in 
conjunction  with  other  programs  such  as 
in-flight  icing,  and  aircraft  tires  and 
aging . 

Transportation  Research  Board  (TRB) 
TRB  is  a  vital  linJc  with  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences  for  aviation 
related  issues.   Forums,  conferences, 
and  wor)cshops  address  aviation  issues, 
problems,  and  solutions.   The  Graduate 
Research  Award  Program  will  grant 
fellowships  to  increase  competence  in 
future  decision  malcers  in  aviation. 

Banefita: 

The  innovative/cooperative  research 
program  facilitates  cooperation  between 
FAA's  R,E&D  program  and  the  academic 
and  industrial  community  in  joint  state 
of  the  art  research  and  technology. 
This  program  satisfies  several 
congressionally  mandated  research 
program  requirements,  supports  national 
technology  initiatives,  and  leverages 
FAA  R,E&D  expenditures  by  promoting: 
cooperative  RtD  agreements,  aviation 
research  grants,  centers  of  excellence, 
small  business  contracts,  access  to 
independent  research  from  industry  and 
government,  and  technology  transfer 
with  other  federal  lalsoratories . 
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INNOVATIVE/COOPERATIVE  RESEARCH 


101-180  AVIATION  RESEARCH  GRANT/CENTER  OF  EXCELLENCE  PROGRAM 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
TRUST  FUND  SHARE  OF  FAA  OPERATIONS 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


IdcatifxcaCion  cad*: 

69-8104-0-7-402 

FY  1993 
Actual 

FY  1994 
Estimate 

FY  1995 
Estimate 

Program  by  activities: 

10.00      Total  obligations  (object 
class  92.0) 

Financing: 

2,279,321 

2,294,500 

2,379,200 

40.00      Budget  Authority 
(appropriations) 

2,279,321 

2,294,500 

2,379,200 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00      Total  obligations 

72 . 10      Receivables  in  excess  of 

obligations ,  start  of  year 

74 . 10      Receivables  in  excess  of 

obligations ,  end  of  year 

2,279,321 

-8 

0 

2,294,500 
0 
0 

2,379,200 
0 
0 

90 . 00          Outlays 

2,279,313 

2,294,500 

2,379,200 

TFOPS-1 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

TRUST  FUND  SHARE  OF  FAA  OPERATIONS 

The  Airport  and  Airway  Improvement  Act  of  1 982  as  amended  and  iPrtion  ouno  «» .t,^ 
internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986,  as  amended,  authorize  usforheASortand^ravS  Fund 

nnHor      3     ?        ^  Operations  appropriation  be  financed  from  the  trust  fund    As  established 
under  existmg  law,  this  would  provide  an  overall  75  percent  cost  recovery  for  FAA  programs  in 
total  Financing  a  portion  of  the  operational  costs  from  the  trust  fund  means  thaUheuser^ofThe 

who^  "T'J:  "?'  '"P  P'^  '°^''^  ^^'^""  '""  ^«'^*««^  ^'^P^n^es  of  ?M?safetremproye^^^^^ 
who  have  the  daily  responsibility  of  ensuring  the  safety  of  the  flying  public  «"^P'°yees. 
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FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
Ttduiinl  CMtw 


Poailioaa 

Amouot        1 

28.072.100 
2.184.000 
1.703.000 

Paaitioin 

168 
37 
23 

Amount 

OPERATIONS:  (DIRECT  COHTROILEDI 
HAS  DMJgn  tml  MimgMMit 

DirKtion.  Stiff  and  Siippart 

185 
37 
24 

28.188.900 
2.819.100 
1,840,000 

SUBTOTAL '  DIRECT  CONTROLLED 

OPERATIONS:  ISTRAIGHTLINED/TENAMT) 
SyitMit  MainttuiK* 
OptralioMi  Support  Sorvico 
Loatod  TalocommunicatioaB 

228 

4S0 
0 

30.7S9.100 

35.692.800 
591.100 

218 

444 
0 

30,826.000 

48.180.477 
808.500 

SUBTOTAL 
Mtdieil 
Chlof  Coumal 
Civil  Aviation  SocOTity 

4S0 
1 
7 
6 

38.183.700 

82.000 

SS3J0O 

241.000 

444 
1 
7 
6 

48.788.977 

60.000 

528.400 

240.720 

SUBTOTAL  ■  STRAIGHTLINEOrrnANT 

483 

37.050.500 

457 

47.618,097 

OPERATIONS  -  TOTAL 


889         87J09.800 


875  78,242.097 


f  ACILITIES  AND  EOUIPMEIIT  (F&Eh 
Tochnical  Contat  MCT) 
OparatioRal  Support  Sorvic* 
DfTica  of  Indopandont  OporationI 
Toat  and  Evaluation  OOTftE)  Ovorsit* 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  -  TOTAL 


345         45.881.800 
27  2JI71,100 

18  1.137.400 


388         49JI90.100 


345  45.902.906 

27  2.105.000 

18  1.155.988 


388  49.183.894 


RESEARCH.  ENGINEERING  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  (R.EAD1: 
Conduct  of  tott  and  ovalnation 


405       109.876.000 


405         123.897.000 


TOTAL  PROGRAM.  TECHNICAL  COTER 


1.482       228.774.700 


1.488         251.102.991 


Diitriiution  b<  Appropriation 

Oparationa 

Facilitiai  and  Equipmant 

Raaaarch.  Enginoating  and  Oovohprnant 


889  87.809.600 
388  494190,100 
405       109.875.000 


875  78.242.097 

388  49.183J94 

405         123.697.000 


Total 


I.4S2       228.774,700  1.488        251.102.991 


NOTES: 

OPERATIONS  PROGRAMS  ARE  DIVIDED  BETWEEN  DIRECT  CONTROL  WSSIGNED  TO  ACT)  AND  STRAIGHTllHEDrTENANT. 

F&E  REFLECTS  SEPARATE  UNES  FOR  POSITIONS  AND  RELATED  DOLLARS  laCLUDES  NATIONAL  TRAVEL) 
FOR  ACT  AND  TENANT. 
F&E  INCLUDES  RESEARCH.  TEST  AND  EVALUATION  FUNCTIONS  WHERE  ACT  HAS  PROGRAM  RESPONSIBILrTY. 

RE&D  REFLECTS  IN-HOUSE  DOIURS  ASSIGNED  TO  ACT  AND  XCOMTRACT  OOLURS  SPONSORED  BY  ACT. 
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FEOERAI  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
Mike  Monroney  Aeronautical  Center 


Centralized  Training  (Operations) 

Subtotal 
FAA  Logistics  Center: 
Material,  procurement,  project 
management  and  shops 
(OperationS'NAS  Logistics) 
(Facilities  and  Equipment) 
Subtotal 
Civil  Aeromedical  Opers  &  Research: 
Operations  1/ 

Direct  research  at  Civil  Aeromedical 
Institute  Laboratories  |R,E&D|  1/ 

Subtotal 
Aviation  Regulation  &  Certification 
Certification  1/ 
Flight  Standards  11 

Subtotal 
Aviation  Standards: 

Records  servicing  and  analysis  (OPS)  1/ 
Operations,  maintenance,  modification 
and  overhaul  of  aircraft  1/ 
(Operations) 

(Facilities  and  Equipment) 
Subtotal 
Aviation  Security: 
(Operations): 
(Facilities  and  Equipment) 

Subtotal 
Aeronautical  Center  (Operations): 
NAS  Logistics  Support 
Leased  Telecommunications 
Direction,  Staff  and  Support 
General  Counsel 
Air  Traffic 
Human  Resource  Management  Division 

Subtotal 
Systems  Maintenance: 
Airway  engineering  support  (Operations) 
(Facilities  and  Equipment) 

Subtotal 
Total  Program,  Aeronautical  Center 
Distribution  by  Appropriation: 
Operations 

Facilities  and  Equipment 
Research,  Engineering  and  Development 
Total 
1/  Positions  physically  located  at  center. 


FY  1994  ENACTED 
Positions  Amount 

70  3,681,200 


FY  1995  REQUESTED 
Positions  Amount 

68  3,546.000 


70 

3,681,200 

68 

3,546,000 

639 

103,056,600 

618 

112,824 

24 

21,172,068 

24 

22,560,000 

663 

124,228,668 

642 

22,672,824 

121 

6,560,000  ' 

121 

7,000,000 

93 

9,352.000 

93 

10,461,000 

214 

15.912,000 

214 

17,461,000 

18 

1,240,100 

18 

1,229,337 

83 

8,161,600 

83 

8,083,243 

101 


192 


9,401,700 


6,967,000 


101 


188 


9.312,580 


7,132,000 


712 

66,417,000 

695 

66.046.000 

29 

39,710,000 

29 

96.053,000 

933 

113,094,000 

912 

169.231,000 

30 

1,312,000 

30 

1.351.000 

2 

1,764,339 

2 

1.880,000 

32 

3,076,339 

32 

3,231,000 

262 

28,141.700 

256 

27,680,000 

0 

1.751.500 

0 

1.797,000 

271 

20.649.000 

271 

20.062.500 

10 

693.800 

10 

666.100 

8 

722.000 

8 

734,000 

684 

108,335,800 

666 

107,358,000 

1,235 

160,293,800 

Ull 

158.297,600 

74 

8,881.200 

73 

9.270,771 

33 

29,111,593 

33 

31,020,000 

107 

37,992,793 

106 

40,290,771 

3.355 

467.680.500 

3,286 

424,042,775 

3.174 

366.570.500 

3.105 

262,068,775 

88 

91.758.000 

88 

151,513,000 

93 

9.352.000 

93 

10,461,000 

3,355 

467.680,500 

3.286 

424.042,775 

but  staffing  and  resources  are  part  of  Headquarters  allowance,  and  organization. 
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FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
Mike  Monroney  Aeronautical  Center 

Centralized  Training 

Included  under  this  heading: 

FAA  Academy  -  The  focal  point  for  training  the  agency's  technical  work  force    Resident 
and  non-resident  training  are  provided  in  air  traffic  control,  facility  maintenance,  flight, 
and  flight  related  technical  subjects.  Field  training  efforts  are  supported  through  computer 
based  instruction,  correspondence  study  and  centralized  development  of  on-the-job 
training  materials. 

FAA  Logistics  Center 

Included  under  this  heading  are  staffing  and  funding  requirements  for  warehousing, 
distribution,  and  material  control  functions  necessary  to  furnish  supplies,  spare  parts  and 
components  for  the  maintenance  of  day-to-day  air  navigation  and  air  traffic  control 
facilities  and  the  operation  of  agency  aircraft  (other  than  aircraft  utilized  for  research  and 
development).  The  work  also  involves  packaging  and  shipping  of  facility  components  to 
sites  where  new  facilities  are  being  installed  or  relocated.  Shop  operations  are  conducted 
for  the  repair  and  overhaul  of  navigational  aids,  air  traffic  control  and  communication 
equipment;  as  well  as  providing  maintenance  support  of  technical  equipment  used  at  the 
FAA  Academy  training  programs 

Aviation  Regulation  and  Certification 

Functions  performed  at  the  Office  of  Aviation  System  Standards  (formerly  the  Aviation 
National  Field  Office)  include  operating  and  managing  national  aviation  safety  data 
systems;  developing  airmen  examination  and  examining  standards;  and  developing 
airworthiness  standards  and  advisory  material.  In  addition,  the  Office  of  Aviation  System 
Standards  publishes  and  maintains  aircraft  certification  technical  publications. 

Aviation  Standards 

Functions  performed  at  the  Aviation  System  Standards  Office  include  the  issuance  of 
airmen  certificates,  aircraft  registration,  and  the  recording  of  conveyance  affecting  title  to 
U.S.  aircraft  components.  Also  included  are  flight  safety  activities  which  are  designed  to 
ensure  the  adequacy  and  accuracy  of  air  navigation  facilities  and  to  provide  for  the 
development  and  standardization  of  flight  procedures;  FAA  aircraft  fleet  maintenance  and 
engineering;  and  regulatory  and  standards  development. 
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Aeronautical  Center  Operations 


This  program  provides  local  human  resource  management,  staff  and  supporting  services  to 
all  of  the  operating  programs  located  at  the  Aeronautical  Center.  The  activities  included 
are  Direction  and  Management,  Civil  Rights,  Legal,  Logistics  Support,  Budget,  Public 
Affairs,  Personnel  Management,  Labor  Relations,  Management  Systems,  Accounting, 
Communications  Control  and  International  Liaison,  Administration  Services,  Data 
Systems,  Printing,  Building  and  Cfounds  Maintenance,  and  Penalty  Mail.  This  program 
also  includes  common  use  goods  and  services  such  as  furniture,  supplies,  GSA  store 
purchases,  and  equipment  for  various  organizations  located  at  the  Center. 

Svstem  Maintenance 

The  National  Airway  Systems  Engineering  Division  is  one  of  the  principal  elements  under 
the  Operational  Support  Service.  Primary  functional  responsibilities  are  ( 1 )  providing 
direct  hardware  and  software  engineering  support  to  field  facility  maintenance  elements, 
(2)  encompasses  in-service  improvements  and  modification  development,  evaluation, 
implementation,  direct  engineering  support  to  field  facilities,  and  maintenance  directives 
publications  and  issuance  for  NAS  systems,  i  e..  Environmental,  Weather,  radar,  Beacon, 
Navaids,  and  Communications,  and  (3)  providing  support  to  organizations  involved  in  the 
development/implementation  of  new  NAS  systems,  developing  engineering  designs  and 
preparing  facility  modifications.  Location  of  this  function  at  the  Aeronautical  Center  has 
an  added  advantage  of  providing  engineers  involved  with  direct  access  to  the  equipment 
with  which  manuals  and  modifications  are  concerned. 

Civil  Aeromedical  Institute 

The  Civil  Aeromedical  Institute  (CAMI)  is  devoted  to  aeromedical  operations  and 
research  activities    Operational  activities  include  ( 1 )  review,  documentation,  information 
retrieval,  and  adjudication  of  airmen  medical  certification,  (2)  operation  of  the  aviation 
medical  examiner  system,  (3)  provision  of  occupational  health  and  clinical  services  for  all 
agency  employees  and  students  at  the  Aeronautical  Center,  (4)  industrial  hygiene 
assessments  and  review  of  FAA  activities  with  respect  to  the  occupational  health  portion 
of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act,  (5)  conduct  of  the  airmen  medical  education 
program,  (6)  validation  of  medical  qualification  decisions,  and  (7)  direction  of  aeromedical 
human  factors  and  medical  research  programs. 

The  research  programs  are  responsive  to  the  National  plan  for  Aviation  Human  Factors 
and  are  comprised  of  the  following  environments;  Flight  Deck,  Air  Traffic  Control,  Flight 
Deck/ATC  Integration,  Aircraft  Maintenance,  Airway  Facilities  and  Aeromedical 
Research    The  primary  objectives  of  these  research  activities  are  to:  (1)  increase  the 
effectiveness  of  pilot  and  aircrew;  (2)  define  and  limit  aircrew  and  passenger  risks  in 
normal  and  emergency  civilian  flight  conditions;  (3)  determine  the  involvement  of  medical 
factors  in  accident;  (4)  develop  improved  state-of-the-art  knowledge  and  techniques  in 
support  of  medical  qualifications;  (5)  develop  and  evaluate  improved  selection  and  training 
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systems  for  ATCS  and  other  aviation  personnel;  (6)  evaluate  the  impact  of  advanced 
automation  systems  on  ATCS  and  pilot  performance;  (7)  facilitate  information  sensing, 
processing  and  control  in  pilot/ ATCS  communications;  and  (8)  quantify  individual  and 
team  performance  to  reduce  human  errors  and  enhance  safety  and  productivity  in  the 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  National  Airspace  Systems. 
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Facilities  &  Equipment 
Fadlitiee  &  Equipment 

Opantians 

Operations 

Operations 
Operations 

Operations 
Operations 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 
ENERGY  CONSERVATION  RESOURCES 
FY  1995  BUDGET 


RESOURCES  1/ 

FY  1995 

ESTIMATED 

BA                                 ENERGY  SAVINGS 

ACCOUNT/PAGE  # 

INITIATIVE  /  ACTIVITY 

DOLLARS  (000)        FTE         (MILLION  BTU/YEAR) 

FaaKties  &  Equipment 

1.  Replace  32  ddlers 

6,900                                                   2,955 

Faciities  &  Equipment 

2.  Replace  fluorescent  light  fixtures 

37                                                      2 

Fadlities  &  Equipment 

3.  Provide  environmental  upgrades 

to  the  Technical  Bufldmg 

4.  Provida  an  energy  nonagement 
system  (Tech  Center) 

5.  hnplement  energy  improvements 
in  the  Tech  Center  Central 
UtSties  Plant 

6.  bistaD  ice  thermal  storage  system 

at  the  Aeronautical  Ctr  (AC)  AOS-200 
building  to  reduce  on  peak  load 

7.  Install  motion  detectors  to  control 
lights  in  janitor  dossts,  restrooms 
and  mechanical  rooms  (AC) 

8.  Install  variable  speed  drives  on 
cooling  tower  fan  motors  |AC| 

9.  Install  a  chiliad  water  thermal 
storage  system  at  the  Log  Ctr  to 
reduce  on-peak  load  (AC) 

10.  histall  plate  &  frame  heat 
exchangers  to  ambient  cooling 

11.  Install  variable  spaed  pump  control 
on  chilled  and  heating  water  or  sys 


700 


SOO 


170 


160 


30 


75 


120 


65 


175 


4.461 


3,345 


803 


750 


1,850 


800 


2,000 


8,932  0 

1/  Demand-side  mgmt  projects  focus  on  levefing  the  usage  profile  to  avoid 

electrical  demand  charges.  Total  energy  consumption  remains  constant,  but  purchase  costs  are  substantially  reduced. 


16.966 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

ELECTRIC  AND  OTHER  ENERGY  COSTS 

INCURRED  AT  FAA  FACILITIES 

FY  1995  BUDGET 


*(000) 


ACCOUNT/PAGE  NUMBER 


Operations 


FY  1993 

FY  1994 

FY  1995 

TYPE  OF  UTILITY 

ACTUAL 

ESTIMATE 

ESTIMATE 

Electric 

9,800 

10,100 

10,500 

Fuel  Oil  &  Diesel 

27 

27 

27 

Natual  Gas 

1,270 

1,329 

1,417 

LPG/Propane/Gasoline 

153 

155 

155 

Total 


11,250 


11,611 


12,099 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

General  Provisions 

SEC.  301  During  the  current  fiscal  year  applicable  appropriations  to  the  Department  of 
Transportation  shall  be  available  for  maintenance  and  operation  of  aircraft;  hire  of 
passenger  motor  vehicles  and  aircraft;  purchase  of  liability  insurance  for  motor  vehicles 
operating  in  foreign  countries  on  official  department  business,  and  uniforms,  or  jdlowances 
therefor,  as  authorized  by  law  (5  U.S.C.  5901-5902). 

SEC  303  Funds  appropriated  under  this  Act  for  expenditures  by  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  shall  be  available  (1)  except  as  otherwise  authorized  by  the  Act  of 
September  30,  1950  (20  U.S.C.  236-244),  for  expenses  of  primary  and  secondary 
schooling  for  dependents  of  Federal  Aviation  Administration  personnel  stationed  outside 
the  continental  United  States  at  costs  for  any  given  area  not  in  excess  of  those  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  the  same  area,  when  it  is  determined  by  the  Secretary  that  the 
schools,  if  any,  available  in  the  locality  are  unable  to  provide  adequately  for  the  education 
of  such  dependents,  and  (2)  for  transportation  of  said  dependents  between  schools  serving 
the  area  that  they  attend  and  their  places  of  residence  when  the  Secretary,  under  such 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed,  determines  that  such  schools  are  not  accessible  by  public 
means  of  transportation  on  a  regular  basis. 

SEC  306.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  used  for  the  planning  or  execution  of  any 
program  to  pay  the  expenses  of  or  otherwise  compensate,  non-Federal  parties  intervening 
in  regulatory  or  adjudicatory  proceedings  funded  in  this  Act 

SEC.  307  None  of  the  funds  appropriated  in  this  Act  shall  remain  available  for  obligation 
beyond  the  current  fiscal  year,  nor  may  any  be  transferred  to  other  appropriations,  unless 
so  provided  herein. 

SEC.  309.  The  expenditure  of  any  appropriation  under  this  Act  for  any  consulting  service 
through  procurement  contract  pursuant  to  section  3109  of  title  5,  United  States  Code, 
shall  be  limited  to  those  contracts  where  such  expenditures  are  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  available  for  public  inspection,  except  where  otherwise  provided  under  existing  law, 
or  under  existing  Executive  order  issued  pursuant  to  existing  law. 

SEC.  [317]  3 15  Such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  fiscal  year  [1994]  1 995  pay  raises  for 
programs  funded  in  this  Act  shall  be  absorbed  within  the  levels  appropriated  in  this  Act. 

SEC.  [319]  316.  Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law,  airports  may  transfer, 
without  consideration,  to  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  instrument  landing  systems 
(along  with  associated  approach  lighting  equipment  and  runway  visual  range  equipment) 
which  conform  to  Federal  Aviation  Administration  design  and  performance  specifications, 
the  purchase  of  which  was  assisted  by  a  Federal  airport  aid  program,  airport  development 
aid  program  or  airport  improvement  program  grant.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
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shall  accept  such  equipment,  which  shall  thereafter  be  operated  and  maintained  by  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  in  accordance  with  agency  criteria. 

SEC.  [321]  317.  None  of  the  funds  in  this  Act  shall  be  available  to  award  a  multiyear 
contract  for  production  end  items  that  (1)  includes  economic  order  quantity  or  long  lead 
time  material  procurement  in  excess  of  $10,000,000  in  any  one  year  of  the  contract  or  (2) 
includes  a  cancellation  charge  greater  than  $10,000,000  which  at  the  time  of  obligation 
has  not  been  appropriated  to  the  limits  of  the  government's  liability  or  (3)  includes  a 
requirement  that  permits  performance  under  the  contract  during  the  second  and 
subsequent  years  of  the  contract  without  conditioning  such  performance  upon  the 
appropriation  of  funds:  Provided,  That  this  limitation  does  not  apply  to  a  contract  in 
which  the  Federal  Government  incurs  no  financial  liability  from  not  buying  additional 
systems,  subsystems,  or  components  beyond  the  basic  contract  requirements. 

SEC.  [333].  320.  None  of  the  funds  provided  by  this  Act  shall  be  made  available  for  any 
airport  development  project,  or  projects,  proposed  in  any  grant  application  submitted  in 
accordance  with  title  V  of  Public  Law  97-248  (96  Stat.  671 :  49  U.S.C.  App.  2201  et  seq  ) 
to  any  public  agency,  public  authority,  or  public  airport  that  imposes  a  fee  for  any 
passenger  enplaning  at  the  airport  in  any  instance  where  the  passenger  did  not  pay  for  the 
air  transportation  which  resulted  in  such  enplanement,  including  any  case  in  which  the 
passenger  obtained  the  ticket  for  the  air  transportation  with  a  frequent  flyer  award 
coupon. 
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GLOSSARY  OF  ABBREVIATIONS  APPEARING  IN  FAA  JUSTIFICATION 


AAS 

AAS 

ACARS 

ACCC 

ACD 

ACF 

ACIP 

ACSEP 

ACT 

ADAP 

ADAS 

ADCN 

ADDM 

ADI 

ADL 

ADP 

ADS 

ADTN 

AERA 

AF 

AFB 

AHS 

AFSS 

AIM 

AIP 

ALS 

ALSIM 

ALSIP 

AMASS 

AME 

AMIS 

AMMP 

AMS 

ANICS 

AOS 

ARE 

ARF 

ARNICA 

ARRA 

ARTCC 

ARTS 

ASAS 


Advanced  Automation  System 

Automated  Airport  Service 

Air  Carrier  Address  and  Rqrarting  System 

Area  Control  Computer  Complex 

Automatic  Call  Distributor 

Area  Control  Facility 

Airport  Capital  Improvement  Plan 

Aircraft  Certification  Survey  Evaluation  Progtam 

Federal  Aviation  Administration  Technical  Center 

Airport  Development  Aid  Program 

AWOS  Data  Acquisition  System 

Agencywide  Administrative  Data  Communications  Network 

Automated  Documentation  Development  and  Maintenance 

Attitude  Direction  Indicator 

Aeronautical  Data  Link 

Automated  Data  Processing 

Automatic  Dq)endent  Surveillance 

Administrative  Data  Telecommunications  Network 

Automated  En  Route  Air  Traffic  Control 

Airway  Facilities 

Air  Force  Base 

Automated  Flight  Inspections  System 

Automated  Flight  Service  Station 

Aeronautical  Information  Management  Program 

Airport  Improvement  Program 

Approach  Light  System 

Airport  Landside  Simulation  Model 

Approach  Lighting  System  Improvement  Program 

Airport  Movement  Areas  Safety  System 

Aviation  Medical  Examiner 

Aircraft  Management  Information  System 

Agency  Management  Modernization  Plan 

Aeronautical  Mobil  Service 

Alaskan  NAS  Interfacility  Communications  System 

Operational  Support  Service 

Aircraft  Related  Equipment 

Aviation  Route  Forecast 

Aeronautical  Radio,  Incorporated 

Aircraft  Registration  Records  Administration  System 

Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center 

Automatic  Radar  Terminal  System 

Aviation  Safety  Analysis  System 
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ASDE 

ASDO 

ASOS 

ASER 

ASI 

ASTA 

ASR 

ASRS 

ATAS 

ATC 

ATCAC 

ATCCC 

ATCRBS 

ATCS 

ATCT 

ATIS 

ATMS 

ATN 

AT&T 

AUTODIN 

AVS 

AWIPS 

AWIS 

AWOS 

AWPG 

BANS 

BIS 
BPS 

BRITE 

BUEC 

CAAA 

CAD 

CADM      ^ 

CDS 

CAEG 

CAIS 

CAMI 

CARF 

CAT 

CBR 

CBI 

CCD 

CCMS 

CCS 


Airport  Surface  Detection  Equipment 

Aviation  Standards  District  Office 

Automated  Surface  Observing  System 

Air  Route  Surveillance  Radar 

Aviation  Safety  Inspector 

Airport  Surface  Traffic  Automation 

Airport  Surveillance  Radar 

Aviation  Safety  Reporting  System 

Automated  Traffic  Advisory  Service 

Air  Traffic  Control 

Air  Traffic  Control  Advisory  Committee 

Air  Traffic  Control  Command  Center 

Air  Traffic  Control  Radar  Beacon  System 

Air  Traffic  Control  Specialist 

Airport  Traffic  Control  Tower 

Automated  Terminal  Information  System 

Advanced  Traffic  Management  System 

Aeronautical  Telecommunications 

American  Telephone  and  Telegraph 

Automatic  Digital  Network 

Office  of  Aviation  Standards 

Advanced  Weather  Information  Processing  Systems 

Airport  Weather  Information  System 

Automated  Weather  Observing  System 

Aviation  Weather  Products  Generator 

Bright  Radar  Indicator  Tower  Equipment  (BRIT^ 

Alpha-Numeric  Subsystem 
Budget  Information  System 
Bits  Per  Second 

Bright  Radar  Indicator  Tower  Equipment 
Backup  Emergency  Communications 
Clean  Air  Act  Amendment 
Computer  Aided  Design 
Computer-Aided  Decisionmaking 
Computer  Dispatch  System 
Computer  Aided  Engineering  Graphics 
Comprehensive  Airmen  Information  System 
Civil  Aeromedical  Institute 
Central  Altitude  Reservation  Function 
Category 

Commercially  Based  Rent 
Computer  Based  Instruction 
Configuration  Control  Decision 
Central  Control  Monitoring  System 
Controller  Chart  Supplement 
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CD  Common  Digitizer 

CDR  Critical  Design  Review 

CDS  Computerized  Dispatch  System 

CDTl  Cockpit  Display  of  Traffic  Information 

CERAP  Combined  Center  Radar  Approach  Control 

CERAP  Consolidate  San  Juan  Facilities  Center  Radar  Approach 

CFCF  Central  Flow  Control  Function 

CFR  Crash-Fire  Rescue 

CIP  Capital  Investment  Plan 

CIS  Computer  Information  Systems 

CONUS  Continental,  Contiguous,  or  Conterminous  United  States 

CORN  Computer  Resource  Nucleus 

COS  Change  of  Station 

COTS  Commercial  off-the-shelf 

CPE  Customer  Premise  Equipment 

CPG  Central  Programming  Group 

CPMIS  Consolidated  Personnel  Management  Information  System 

CRDA  Converging  Runway  Display  Aid 

CSRS  Civil  Service  Retirement  System 

CT  Centralized  Training 

CUP  Central  Utilities  Plant 

CWF  ControUer  Work  Force 

CWP  Central  Weather  Pnxessor 

CWSU  Central  Weather  Service  Unit 

DAFIS  Departmental  Accounting  and  Financial  Information  System 

DAR  Designated  Airworthiness  Representative 

DARC  Direct  Access  Radar  Channel 

DASD  Digital  Access  Storage  Devices 

DASI  Digital  Altimeter  Setting  Devices 

DBRITE  Digital  Bright  Radar  Indicator  Tower  Equipment 

DECCO  Defense  Commercial  Communications  Office 

DEMARCS  Demarcation 

DER  Designated  Engineering  Representative 

DF  Direction  Finder 

DLP  Data  LirJc  Processor 

DME  Distance  Measuring  Equipment 

DMN  Data  Multiplexing  Networic 

DMSA  Designated  Major  Systems  Acquisition 

DOD  Department  of  Defense 

DOL  Department  of  Labor 

DOS  Department  of  State 

I>OT  Department  of  Transportation 

DOTS  Dynamic  Ocean  Track  System 

DS&SS  Direction,  Staff  and  Supporting  Services 

DTDM  Deterministic  Time  Division  Multiplexing 
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DUATS 

DVOR 

EAP 

EARTS 

ECT 

EDMS 

EDS 

EFAS 

Ens 

EFR 

EIP 

EIS 

EOQ 

EPA 

EPATS 

ERMS 

ETMS 

E&R 

FAA 

FAAP 

FAALC 

FAATC 

FAATSAT, 

FAM 

FAR 

F&E 

FCC 

FDD 

FDIO 

FDR 

FDS 

FEDSTRIP 

FEMA 

FERS 

FIAO 

FL 

FMS 

FOIA 

FPL 

FPS 

FRP 

FSAS 

FSDO 

FSDPS 

FSS 


Direct  User  Access  Terminal  Service 

Doppler  Very  High  Frequency  Omnidirectional  Range 

Employee  Assistance  Program 

En  Route  Automated  Radar  Tracking  System 

Evaluation  Currency  and  Transportation 

Electronic  Data  Management  System 

Explosive  Detection  System 

En  Route  Flight  Advisory  Service 

Electronic  Flight  Instrumentation  Systems 

Electronic  Flight  Rules 

Employee  Involvement  Program 

Enforcement  Information  System 

Economic  Order  Quantity 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Electronic  Planning  and  Tracking  System 

Environmental  Remote  Monitor  System 

Enhanced  Traffic  Management  System 

Exchange  and  Repair 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Federal  Aid  Airport  Program 

Federal  Aviation  Administration  Logistics  Center 

Federal  Aviation  Administration  Technical  Center 

FAA  Telecommunications  Satellite 

Federal  Air  Marshall 

Federal  Air  Regulation 

Facilities  and  Equipment 

Federal  Communications  Commission 

Flight  Data  Display 

Flight  Data  Input/Output 

Flight  Data  Recorder 

Flight  Director  Systems 

Federal  Standards  Requisition  and  Issue  Procedures 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Federal  Employees'  Retirement  System 

Flight  Inspection  Area  Office 

Flight  Level 

Flight  Management  System 

Freedom  of  Information  Act 

Full  Performance  Level 

Military  Primary  Radar 

Federal  Radio  Navigation  Plan 

Flight  Service  Automation  System 

Flight  Standards  District  Office 

Flight  Service  Data  Processing  System 

Flight  Service  Station 
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FSTN 

FTE 

FTE 

FTP 

FTS 

G/A 

GNAS 

GPS 

GREAT 

GSA 

HAT 

HCVR 

HEMP 

HF 

m-EFAS 

HR 

HRM 

HUD 

HVAC 

lAO 

lAPA 

ICAO 

ICSS 

IFDT 

mo 

IFM 
IFO 
IFR 

IFSS 

ILS 

IMC 

INS 

lOT&E 

IR&D 

IRMP 

ISP 

ISU 

ISSS 

ITU 

IVRS 

JAWS 

JSS 

LCN 

UNCS 


Federal  Secure  Telephone  Network 

Flight  Technical  Error 

Full-Time  Equivalent 

FuU-Time  Permanent 

Federal  Telecommunication  System 

General  Aviation 

General  National  Airspace  System 

Global  Positioning  System 

Graduate-Level  Research  and  Education  in  Aviation 

Technology 
General  Services  Administration 
Height  Above  Touchdown 
High  Capacity  Voice  Recorders 
High  Altitude  Electromagnetic  Pulse 
High  Frequency 

Hi  Fi  Altitude  En  Route  Flight  Advisory  Service 
Human  Relations 
Human  Resources  Management 
Head-Up  Display 

Heating,  Ventilating  and  Air  Conditioning 
International  Aircraft  Operator 
Instrument  Approach  Procedures  Automation 
International  Civil  Aviation  Organization 
Integrated  Communications  Switching  System 
Interfacility  Data  Transfer 
International  Flight  Inspection  Office 
Integrated  Flow  Management 
International  Field  Office 
Instrument  Flight  Rules 
International  Flight  Service  Station 
Instrument  Landing  System 
Instrument  Meteorological  Conditions 
Inertial  Navigation  Systems 
Independent  Operational  Test  and  Evaluation 
Independent  Research  and  Development 
Information  Resources  Management  Plan 
Interim  Support  Plan 
Inertial  Sensor  Unit 
Initial  Sector  Suite  Subsystem 
International  Telecommunication  Union 
Interim  Voice  Response  System 
Joint  Airport  Weather  Studies 
Joint  Surveillance  System 
Local  Communications  Network 
Leased  Interfacility  NAS  Communications  System 
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UP 

us 

LOI 

L,P&HR 

U.WAS 

LOFF 

UDRANC 


LBR 

LRU 

LSA 

MAHS 

MALS 

MALSR 

MAPO 

MAR 

MAX-E 

MCC 

MCI 

MDA 

MDT 

MEFIS 

MILSTRIP 

MLS 

MMAC 

MMS 

MNPS 

MODES 

MODES 

MOPS 

MPS 

MSL 

MTD 

MWP 

NAD 

NADIN 

NAILS 

NAMFAC 

NARE 

NARACS 

NAS 

NASA 


Limited  Installation  Program 

Logistics  and  Inventory  System 

Letters  of  Intent 

Labor,  Personnel  and  Human  Relations 

Low  Level  Wind  Shear  Alert  System 

LORANC  Flight  Following 

Long  Range  Navigation  System  -  [Pulsed,  Hyperbolic) 

Operating  in  90  -  110  kHz  (kilohertz)  Frequency 

Band] 
Long  Range  Radar 
Line  Replaceable  Unit 
Logistics  Support  Analysis 

Multiple  En  Route  Automatic  Flight  Inspection  System 
Medium-Intensity  ^proach  Lighting  System 
Medium-Intensity  Appix>ach  Lighting  System  with  Runway 

Aligimient  Indicator  Ughts 
Maintenance  Automation  Program  Office 
Minimally  Attended  Radar 
Modular  X-ray  System 
Maintenance  Control  Center 
Mode  C  Intruder 
Minimum  Descent  Altitude 
Maintenance  Data  Terminal 
Multisensor  Enroute  Flight  Inspection  System 
Military  Standard  Requisition  and  Issue  Procedures 
Microwave  Landing  System 
Mike  Monroney  Aeronautical  Center 
Maintenance  Management  System 
Minimum  Navigation  Performance  System 
Discrete  Addressable  Secondary  Radar  System  with 

E>ata  Link 
Mode  Select  Air  Traffic  Control  Radar  Beacon  System 
Minimum  Operational  Performance  Standard 
Maintenance  Processor  Subsystem 
Mean  Sea  Level 
Moving  Target  Detection 
Meteorological  Weather  Processor 
North  American  Datum 
National  Airspace  Data  Interchange  Network 
National  Airspace  System  Integrated  Logistic  Support 
National  Airspace  Management  Facility 
National  Airspace  Review  Enhancement 
National  Radio  Communications  System 
National  Airspace  System 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration 


1561 


NASAO 

NASIP 

NASP 

NASPAC 

NATCOM 

NAVMD 

NAVSTAR 

NBS 

NCU 

NDB 

^fDI 

NEPA 

NEXRAD 

NFDC 

NFIC 

NGS 

NIH 

NMCC 

NMR 

NOS 

NOTAM 

NPIAS 

NPRM 

NSDD 

NSEP 

NSL 

NSSF 

NTSB 

NWS 

0.0. 

OATS 

OCAT 

OCR 

ODAPS 

OFDPS 

0MB 

OSHA 

OMEGA 

0PM 

OWCP 

PAM 

PAMRI 

PAPI 

PCB 


National  Association  of  State  Aviation  Officials 

National  Aviation  Safety  Inspection  Program 

National  Airspace  System  Plan 

National  Airspace  System  Performance  Analysis  Capability 

National  Communications  Center,  Kansas  City,  Missouri 

Navigational  Aid 

Navigation  System  Using  Timing  and  Ranging 

National  Bureau  of  Standards 

Navigational  Computer  Unit 

Non  Directional  Beacon 

Nondestructive  Inspection 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

Next  Generation  Weather  Radar 

National  Flight  Data  Center 

National  Facilities  Information  Systems 

National  Geodetic  Survey 

National  Institutes  of  Health 

Network  Management  and  Control  Center 

Nuclear  Magnetic  Resonance 

National  Ocean  Service 

Notice  to  Airmen 

National  Plan  of  Integrated  Aiiport  System 

Notice  of  Proposed  Ruling 

National  Security  Decision  Directives 

National  Security  Emergency  Preparedness 

National  Simulation  Laboratory 

National  Airspace  System  Simulation  Support  Facility 

National  Transportation  Safety  Board 

National  Weather  Service 

Other  Objects 

Office  Automation  Technology  System 

Oklahoma  City  Airport  Trust 

Optical  Character  Reader 

Oceanic  Display  and  Planning  System 

Offshore  Flight  Data  Processing  Systems 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

Very  Low  Frequency,  Continuous  Wave  Radio  Navigation 

System  Operating  in  10-14  KHZ  Frequency  Range 
Office  of  Personnel  Management 
Occupational  Workman's  Compensation  Program 
Peripheral  Adapter  Module 
PAM  Replacement 
Precision  Approach  Path  Indicator 
Polychlorinated  Biphenyl 
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PCB 

PC&B 

PCRM 

PCS 

PCS 

PD&E 

PDME 

PFC 

PIC 

PL 

PMIS 

PMS 

PPI 

PPIMS 

PRM 

PRMS 

R&D 

RAIL 

RAPCON 

RASS 

RBDE 

RCAG 

RCE 

RCF 

RCL 

RCR 

RCMS 

RCO 

RCOM 

R&D 

REAP 

R,E&D 

REIL 

RFI 

RFP 

RML 

RMLR 

RMLT 

RMM 

RMMS 

RMS 

RNAV 

RSPA 

RTCA 

RTF 


Printed  Circuit  Board 

Personnel  Compensation  and  Benefits 

Parallel  and  Converging  Runway  Monitors 

Permanent  Change-of-Station 

Power  Conditioning  System 

Plarming,  Directions,  Evaluations 

Precision  Distance  Measuring  Equipment 

Passenger  Facility  Charge 

Pilot  in  Command 

Public  Law 

Personnel  Management  Information  System 

Performance  Management  System 

Plan  Position  Indicators 

Personal  Property  In-Use  Management  System 

Precision  Runway  Monitors 

Performance  Management  and  Recognition  System 

Research  and  Development 

Runway  Alignment  Indicator  Lights 

Radar  Approach  Control 

Radar  Analysis  Software  System 

Broadband  Radar  Remoting  and  Display  Equipment 

Remote  Center  Air/Ground  Communications  Facility 

Radio  Control  Equipment 

Remote  Communications  Facility 

Radio  Communications  Link 

Routing  and  Circuit  Restorai  System 

Runway  Configuration  Management  System 

Remote  Communications  Outlet 

NAS  Recovery  Communications 

Research  and  Development 

Records  Examination  Assistance  Program 

Research,  Engineering  and  Development 

Runway  End  Identification  Lights 

Radio  Frequency  Interference 

Request  for  Proposal 

Radar  Microwave  Link 

Radar  Microwave  Link  Repeater 

Radar  Microwave  Link  Terminal 

Remote  Maintenance  Monitoring 

Remote  Maintenance  Monitoring  System 

Remote  Monitoring  Subsystem 

Area  Navigation 

Research  and  Special  Programs  Administration 

Radio  Technical  Communication  for  Aeronautics 

Radar  Training  Facility 
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RTR 

RVR 

RW 

SAFE 

SAM 

SARPS 

SARTS 

SBIR 

SCFM 

SCT 

sm 

SFO 

SIAP 

SIC 

SIDP 

SMP 

SPAS 

SPCC 

SRAP 

SSB 

SSCL 

SSR 

SSR 

STAR 

STDM 

STORM 

SUA 

SUPS 

TAA 

TAC 

TACAN 

TATCA 

TCA 

TCAS 

TCCC 

TCS 

TDLS 

TDWR 

TELCO 

TELPAK 

TSARTS 

TERPS 

TM&O 

TMS 

TMU 


Remote  Transmitter/Receiver 

Runway  Visual  Range 

Runway  Visibility  Value 

Safety  Activity  Functional  Evaluation 

System  for  Acquisition  Management 

Standards  and  Recommended  Practices 

Stand  Alone  Radar  Training  System 

Small  Business  Innovative  Research 

Standard  Cubic  Feet  Per  Minute 

Southern  California  TRACON 

System  Engineering  and  Integration 

Single  Frequency  Outlet 

Standard  Instrument  Approach  Procedure 

Second  in  Command 

Supervisory  Identification  and  Development  Program 

Special  Maintenance  Project 

Safety  Performance  Analysis  Subsystem 

Spill  Prevention  Counter  Measure  and  Control 

Senor  Receiver  and  Processor 

Single  Side  Band 

System  Support  Computer  Complex 

Secondary  Surveillance  Radar 

Solid-State  Radiation 

Southern  California  Terminal  Airspace  Realignment 

Statistical  Time  Division  Multiplexing 

Stormscale  Operation  and  Research  Meteorology 

Special  Use  Aircraft 

Suspected  Unapproved  Parts  System 

Terminal  Advanced  Automation 

Technical  Activities  Committees 

Tactical  Air  Navigation 

Terminal  Air  Traffic  Control  Automation 

Terminal  Control  Areas 

Traffic  Alert  and  Collision  Avoidance  System 

Tower  Control  Computer  Complex 

Tower  Communications  Systems 

Tower  Data  Link  System 

Terminal  Doppler  Weather  Radar 

Telephone  Company 

Telephone  Package 

Terminal  Stand  Alone  Radar  Training  System 

Terminal  Instrument  Procedures 

Telecommunications,  Management  and  Operations 

Traffic  Management  System 

Traffic  Management  Unit 
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TRACAB 

TRACON 

TRB 

TSC 

TSSC 

TVOR 

TVSR 

TWA 

TXP 

UAS 

UHF 

UPS 

USAF 

USCG 

USD 

VASI 

VDP 

VFR 

VHF 

VMC 

VOLMET 

VOR 

VORTAC 

VOX 

VRS 

VSCS 

WCP 

WIGS 

WIMCC 

WMSC 

WMSCR 

WPMS 

WX 


Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control  in  the  Tower  Cab 

Terminal  Radar  Approach  Control 

Transportation  Research  Board 

DOT  Transportation  System  Center 

Technical  Support  Services  Contract 

Terminal  Very  High  Frequency  Omni  •  Directional  Radio 

Range 
Terminal  Voice  Switch  Replacement 
Traveling  Wave  Antenna 

Military  Designation  for  a  Radar  Beacon  Processing  System 
Uniform  Accounting  System 
Ultra  High  Frequency 
Uniform  Payroll  System 
United  States  Air  Force 
United  States  Coast  Guard 
Utilization,  Screening  and  Disposal 
Visual  Approach  Slope  Indicator 
Visual  Descent  Point 
Visual  Flight  Rules 
Very  High  Frequency 
Visual  Meteorological  Conditions 
Meteorological  Information  for  Aircraft  in  Flight 
Very  High  Frequency  Omnidirectional  Radio  Range 
VOR  Co-located  and  TRACON 
VHF  Omnidirectional  Range  Test 
Voice  Response  System 
Voice  Switching  and  Control  System 
Weather  Communications  Processor 
Within  -  Grade  Salary  Increases 
Wisconsin  Metroplex  Control  Complex 
Weather  Message  Switching  Center 
Weather  Message  Switching  Center  Replacement 
Work  Program  Management  system 
Weather 
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(Rescission  Proposal) 

DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS  APPROPRIATION 

Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Idantif ication  Cod* 


69-1301-5-1-402 


Program  by  activities : 
Direct  program: 

00.11    Human  resource  management 

10.00    Total  obligations 

(object  class  25.2) 

Financing : 

40.35     Budget  authority 

(approriation  rescission 
proposal)  (R94-29) 

Relation  of  obligations  to 
outlays : 

71.00      Total  obligations 

72.40      Obligated  balance,  start 

of  year:  Treasury  balance 

74.40      Obligated  bcLlance,  end  of 
of  yeetr:  Treasury  balance 


90.00  Outlays 


FY  1993 
Actual 


FY  1994 
Estimate 


-2,750 


-2,750 


FY  1995 
Estimate 


-2,750 


-2,750 


330 


-2,420 


-330 


-330 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

OPERATIONS 
(Rescission  Proposal) 

This  proposal,  transmitted  November  1 ,  1993,  includes  savings  from  the  elimination  of  a 
subsidy  to  the  Mid-American  Aviation  Resource  Consortium  (MARC).  The  1993  appropriation  is 
sufficient  to  fund  MARC  activities  through  1994.  Furthermore,  Federal  subsidies  are  not 
required  to  maintain  this  private  training  program.  Of  the  five  schools  currently  operating  a 
private  air  traffic  controller  training  program,  only  MARC  receives  a  Federal  subsidy.  The 
proposal  also  would  eliminate  Federal  grants  to  vocational  technical  institutions  to  support 
aircraft  maintenance  programs.  There  are  enough  trained  personnel  to  meet  the  need  for 
maintenance  technicians  and  there  are  numerous  privately  funded,  self-supporting  training 
programs  that  are  more  than  adequate  to  meet  industry's  needs. 


RES-2 
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GRANTS-IN-AID  FX)R  AIRPORTS 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FOND) 

(Rescission  Proposal) 


Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Zdentj.fi.catJ.on  Code: 

69-8106-5-7-402 

FY  1993 
Actual 

FY  1994 
Estimate 

FY  1995 
Estimate 

Financing: 

21.49    Unobligated  balance  available,  start 
of  year:   Contract  authority 

24.49    Unobligated  balance  available,  end 
of  year:   Contract  authority 

-488,200 

488,200 
-488,200 

69.36    Contract  authority  rescission 

proposal  (unobligated  balances) 
(R94-56) 

-488,200 

Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 
71.00    Total  Obligations 

90.00    Outlays 

1568 

GRANTS-IN-AID  FOR  AIRPORTS 

(AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

(Rescission  Proposal) 


This  proposal  would  eliminate  funds  that  are  not  available  for  obligation  due  to  obligation 
limitations. 

This  proposal  assumes  that  the  authorization  for  this  program,  which  expired  September  30, 
1993,  will  be  extended  by  the  Congress. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION 

FACILITIES  AND  EQUIPMENT  (AIRPORT  AND  AIRWAY  TRUST  FUND) 

(Rescission  Proposal) 
Program  and  Financing  (in  thousands  of  dollars) 


Identification  code 
69-8107-5-7-402 


FY  1993  FY  1994  FY  1995 

Actual  Estimate  Estimate 


Program  by  Activities: 

00.04  Mission  Support -- -26,275. 

00.05  Housing,  Utilities,  and  Miscellaneous  Facilities — -13,982  . 

10.00  Total  Obligations  (object  class  25.2) — -40,257  . 

Financing: 

40.36  Budget  authority  (appropriation  rescission 

proposal  (unobligated  balances)  R94-30) — -40,257  . 


Relation  of  obligations  to  outlays: 

71.00  Obligations  incurred,  net — -40,257 — 

72.40  Obligated  balance,  Stan  of  year — — -32,206 

74.40  Obligated  balance,  end  of  year — 32,206 22,544 

90.00  OuUays — -8,051 -9,662 


This  proposal,  transmitted  November  1,  1993,  reflects  savings  by  eliminating  the  Airway  Science  program 
consistent  with  the  National  Performance  Review.  The  program  has  achieved  its  goal  of  establishing  high 
quality  aviation  cumcula  in  umversities  and  post-secondary  schools  that  no  longer  require  support  from  FAA. 
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